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/s/ John S. Tobey 
 
John S. Tobey 

 Assistant General Counsel 
john.tobey@gsa.gov 

 
The U.S. General Services Administration 
Office of General Counsel  

 1800 F Street NW 
Washington, DC 20405  
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From: Marc Klein
To: Linda Baker
Cc: Wesley Grant; Tatyana Eisenhower; Kevin Hilferty
Subject: Please set up 3107-... for those charging to due to Govt Shutdown
Date: Thursday, October 10, 2013 9:02:33 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png

You can pick an appropriate 3 digit task number.  This is for Clarence, Erica, and Doris Williams.
 
Thanks!
 
Marc
 
Marc Klein
Chief Financial Officer

(v) 703-349-3394 x1065
(f) 703-232-1745
www.consultwithintegrity.com

For the latest updates, follow us...         
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be
 disclosed; it may also be privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender
 by return email and delete this email (and any attachments) from your system.
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From: Marc Klein
To: Clarence Pittman; Erica Pelham; Doris Williams
Cc: Linda Baker; John Rumbaugh; Tony Villamor; Mark Kulungowski; John Coombs
Subject: RE: New Assignment(s) 3107-199 Have Been Added
Date: Thursday, October 10, 2013 5:44:57 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png

Erica/Doris/Clarence,
 
We've decided to add an additional charge number for you while you support the IPO program
 during the shutdown.  Please move all of your time charges for work supporting the IPO program to
 the new number 3107-199.  Please let Linda know if you have any problems. 
 
You may use the following for a change reason when prompted:  "New charge number established
 for support during shutdown period"
 
Marc Klein
Chief Financial Officer

(v) 703-349-3394 x1065
(f) 703-232-1745
www.consultwithintegrity.com

For the latest updates, follow us...         
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be
 disclosed; it may also be privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender
 by return email and delete this email (and any attachments) from your system.
-----Original Message-----
From: LBaker@integritymc.com [mailto:LBaker@integritymc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2013 11:31 AM
To: Erica Pelham
Cc: Linda Baker; Marc Klein
Subject: New Assignment(s) For Erica Pelham (epelham) For 01-02-OPS-HS-IPO 3107-199 Have Been
 Added
 
The following new assignments for Project: 01-02-OPS-HS-IPO 3107-199 (DoD VA IPO SHUTDOWN)
 have been added for you:
 
Task: None
Date Range: 10/1/2013 - 10/31/2014
Budget Hours: Unlimited
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http://time.integritymc.com/unanet
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Respectfully Submitted, 
 
/s/ John S. Tobey 
 
John S. Tobey 

 Assistant General Counsel 
john.tobey@gsa.gov 
The U.S. General Services Administration 
Office of General Counsel  

 1800 F Street NW 
Washington, DC 20405  

 

 

 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

   CONFIDENTIAL MEDIATION STATEMENT SUBJECT TO FRE 408                     30 of 31 

(b) (5)



 
 

I certify that a copy of the foregoing was served by email on November 12, 2015 upon                 
Alexander B. Ginsberg, Esq. at ​alexander.ginsberg@pillsburylaw.com​. 
 
 
 

/s/ John S. Tobey 
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By:    

The U.S. General Services, Inc. 
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CBCA 3873 8.26.15 Appellant's Motion to Compel.docx 

IN THE CIVILIAN BOARD OF CONTRACT APPEALS 
      
     ) 
INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT  ) 
CONSULTING, INC.,  ) 
     ) 
  Appellant,  ) 
     ) 
 v.    )  CBCA 3873 
     )  (Judge Pollack) 
GENERAL SERVICES  ) 
ADMINISTRATION,   ) 
     ) 
  Respondent.  ) 
     ) 
 

APPELLANT’S MOTION TO COMPEL DEPOSITIONS, SET  
TRIAL DATES AND HOLD STATUS CONFERENCE 

 
Pursuant to Rules 8 and 13 of the Rules of the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals, and in 

light of the letter to the Board filed yesterday by Respondent, the General Services 

Administration (“GSA”), Appellant Integrity Management Consulting, Inc. (“Integrity”) hereby 

renews its motion for the Board to compel GSA to schedule depositions in this matter and to 

proceed with this litigation in a reasonable and timely manner.   

On August 24, 2015, the undersigned notified the Board via email that opposing counsel 

was back to work following his recent medical leave and that parties were prepared to comply 

with the Board’s July 30 Memorandum and Order, which instructed the parties to confer 

regarding the substance of the Order and to contact the Board for further scheduling in this 

appeal (the undersigned noted GSA’s objection to further scheduling but agreement as to the 

need for a status conference).  The undersigned understood the foregoing email to be a joint 

request for a status conference (one specifically ordered by the Board).  On August 25, 2015, in 

response to this email, GSA counsel submitted a letter to the Board that calls to the Board’s 

attention a “Show Cause” letter that Integrity received last week from the GSA Suspension and 
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Debarment Official (the “Show Cause Letter”), which requires Integrity to demonstrate its 

present responsibility in view of the same facts being litigated in this appeal.  GSA’s letter, 

which came as a surprise to the undersigned, presumably brought the Show Cause Letter to the 

Board’s attention in anticipation of Integrity’s intention to do so during the status conference that 

the parties have requested.1 

Specifically, as relevant to scheduling in this appeal, the undersigned intended to inform 

the Board that Integrity received the Show Cause Letter and Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 

LLP (“Pillsbury”) has requested that the SDO stay its hand pending a resolution of the issues 

currently before the Board which, again, are the precise facts about which the Show Cause Letter 

inquires.  Pillsbury represented to the SDO, as part of this request, that this appeal is expected to 

proceed to trial imminently (by fall, 2015) and complying at this time with the Show Cause 

Letter would frustrate Integrity’s litigation of this appeal by effectively compelling Integrity to 

present – prematurely and ultimately duplicatively – testimony, discovery and legal theory that it 

will be presenting according to the schedule in this appeal (which Integrity seeks to establish).2  

The SDO still wants to meet with Integrity but has agreed to defer any consideration of the 

contract interpretation matter before the Board.  In light of the Show Cause Letter and Pillsbury’s 

                                                 
1  GSA’s letter also contains several false allegations and defamatory remarks about Integrity.  For example, it is 

entirely false that “IMC saw this SDO [sic] coming down the pike.”  GSA Letter at 2.  The undersigned had no 
idea that there was going to be an SDO inquiry.  In fact, as GSA counsel notes correctly, the undersigned asked 
GSA counsel more than a year ago whether this matter had been referred to the SDO – and, to the undersigned’s 
memory, the answer was no.  Second, it is false that “IMC has been less than truthful in its interrogatory 
responses . . . .”  Id.  Integrity has represented and continues to represent that its employees used a “non-billable” 
charge code when “cross-training” on other fixed-price contracts during the Government Shutdown.  The emails 
attached to GSA’s letter confirm this.  Third, GSA counsel continues his irresponsible allegation regarding the 
“destruction of documents.”  Id. at 3.  The Board already heard this unfounded allegation at the status conference 
on July 28, 2015.  Similarly unfounded and irresponsible is GSA counsel’s defamatory description of Integrity as 
an “unscrupulous and unethical contractor.”  Id. at 2.  This characterization is not the SDO’s and originates with 
GSA counsel himself.   

2  Pillsbury also stated that a decision in Integrity’s favor on the merits would be highly relevant to the SDO – i.e., it 
would be unreasonable for the SDO to investigate Integrity for an ethical violation in connection with its 
invoicing if the Board determines that Integrity invoiced correctly. 
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communications with the SDO, however, it is imperative that this appeal proceed quickly to 

resolution. 

GSA’s August 25 letter illogically asserts that the fact of the Show Cause Letter supports 

further delays in this appeal – specifically, GSA “beseeches the Board to consider IMC’s 

ongoing push to have the hearing occur before GSA has had adequate time to prepare its claims 

and defenses in light of GSA’s need to protect itself from the improprieties noted in the SDO 

letter.”  GSA Letter at 2.  Again, the alleged “improprieties” GSA references are the same issues 

(issues of contract interpretation) currently before the Board.  The Show Cause Letter reflects 

nothing more than GSA’s continued escalation of its enforcement efforts against Integrity – 

essentially for disagreeing with certain GSA officials regarding the interpretation of its task order.   

GSA’s letter ironically accuses Integrity of hiring “one of the largest firms in the world to 

aggressively outmaneuver and outgun the Agency’s legal counsel.”  GSA Letter at 1.  To the 

contrary, Integrity, a small business contractor that is represented by the undersigned associate 

attorney, has been subjected to the panoply of enforcement tools at GSA’s disposal, including: (1) 

withholding payments owed to Integrity on both the instant task order and other contracts, in 

more than the full amount in question in this appeal; (2) initiating an audit conducted by GSA’s 

Office of Inspector General (“OIG”), to which Integrity devoted significant time and resources 

responding; and now (3) referring Integrity for an SDO inquiry.  Ultimately, as the Board knows 

from the draft audit report provided to the Board by the undersigned during the July 28 status 

conference, the audit backfired for GSA and concluded that Integrity’s billing was appropriate 

assuming the task order was properly viewed as involving a fixed price.  (The Board may recall 

that GSA counsel represented on July 28 that he was considering calling the GSA OIG auditors 

as hostile witnesses in this appeal.)  Integrity continues to be subjected to one enforcement action 
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after another by GSA over a contract dispute and to be forced to accumulate the significant legal 

costs of responding to such actions.  GSA, meanwhile, disregards this obvious prejudice to 

Integrity and continues to use any excuse it can to delay this proceeding. 

In that connection, the Show Cause Letter in no way gives rise to new facts that support 

the further delay GSA seeks.  Nor do GSA’s continued unreasonable assertions about alleged 

(and immaterial) deficiencies in Integrity’s document production justify any delay.3  Instead, the 

Show Cause Letter demonstrates the necessity of resolving this appeal forthwith.  GSA cannot be 

allowed to initiate (inappropriate) enforcement actions against Integrity and simultaneously rely 

on those actions to justify its own delay in this appeal.  GSA effectively is punishing Integrity for 

pursuing its contractual legal rights, and the Board should not abide this conduct. 

As the Board is aware, GSA has sought extensions at every stage of this proceeding, for 

reasons including both GSA’s own asserted difficulties in collecting documents (which 

necessitated the Board’s requirement for regular status updates from GSA on this issue) and 

personal considerations pertaining to GSA counsel.  None of these issues is Integrity’s fault; 

nonetheless, Integrity continues to be prejudiced by the resulting delays.   

Accordingly, Integrity asks the Board to: (1) establish a final discovery schedule in this 

matter; (2) compel GSA to cooperate in scheduling depositions; (3) set a trial date; and (4) hold 

an immediate status conference for these purposes. 

Appellant has attempted to confer with GSA counsel regarding the foregoing but has not 

received a response.  It is clear, in any event, that GSA counsel opposes this motion. 

                                                 
3  Integrity has noted several possible deficiencies in GSA’s document production and has discussed these with 

opposing counsel.  Given GSA’s extensive difficulties and delays in collecting documents in this appeal, as 
acknowledged in the Board’s October 22, 2014 Conference Memorandum and Order, Integrity has been reluctant 
to raise objections to GSA’s production at the risk of inducing further excuses by GSA to seek extensions and 
continuances in the case.   
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Date:  August 26, 2015   
  
 

Of Counsel: 
John E. Jensen     
Virginia Bar No. 46537 
D.C. Bar No. 412127    
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN, LLP 
1650 Tysons Blvd. 
McLean, VA 22102 
       

Respectfully submitted, 

 

/s/ Alexander B. Ginsberg 
Alexander B. Ginsberg 
New York Bar No. 4484820  
D.C. Bar No. 979225 
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN, LLP 
1650 Tysons Blvd. 
McLean, VA 22102  
Phone:703.770.7521  
Fax: 703.770.7901  
E-mail:alexander.ginsberg@pillsburylaw.com  

Counsel of Record for Appellant,  
INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT CONSULTING, INC. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that a copy of the foregoing was served by e-mail on August 26, 2015 upon: 

John S. Tobey, Esq. 
Assistant General Counsel 

General Services Administration 
Office of the General Counsel 

1800 F Street, NW, 2012B 
Washington, DC 20405 

202-501-1762 
john.tobey@gsa.gov 

 
 

 
/s/ Alexander B. Ginsberg 



IN THE CIVILIAN BOARD OF CONTRACT APPEALS 
      
     ) 
INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT  ) 
CONSULTING, INC.,  ) 
     ) 
  Appellant,  ) 
     ) 
 v.    )  CBCA 3873 
     )  (Judge Daniels) 
GENERAL SERVICES  ) 
ADMINISTRATION,   ) 
     ) 
  Respondent.  ) 
     ) 
 

JOINT STATUS REPORT 
 

Pursuant to the Board’s Order of September 9, 2015, the parties file the following joint 

report regarding the status of their discussions pertaining to further discovery in this appeal and a 

proposed schedule for mediation.  Specifically, the Board instructed the parties to specify: 

a. a date by which limited discovery will be concluded; 

b. a date on which mediation will occur, provided that the selected mediator is available on 

that date; 

c. whether the parties desire that a Board judge act as mediator, and if so, whether they 

request that a particular judge be assigned as mediator; and 

d. whether respondent's suspension and debarment official is willing to suspend actions on 

matters she has raised with appellant until the appeal has been resolved (either voluntarily 

or by the Board). 

Accordingly, the parties have conferred and represent as follows: 
 
a. GSA counsel has expressed a desire to take depositions in preparation for mediation.  

Appellant will consent to a limited deposition schedule.  GSA counsel has represented 
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that he seeks to take the deposition of Integrity’s Contracts Manager, Linda Baker, and 

also stated that he believes it necessary to take the deposition of the Integrity corporate 

representative with the most knowledge on certain topics.  GSA counsel has also stated 

that he wants to take the deposition of the individual(s) responsible for reviewing GSA’s 

RFQ and submitting IMC’s proposal for the Task Order.  Appellant’s counsel has 

represented that Ms. Baker is the individual most likely to be able to provide all of the 

information GSA seeks, and Appellant consents to GSA’s deposition of Ms. Baker prior 

to mediation.  For its part, Appellant proposes to conduct pre-mediation depositions 

limited to the position of Contracting Officer (“CO”); which three individuals held at 

some point during performance of the subject task order.  Appellant’s counsel believes 

that each party reasonably needs no more than one day to conduct the foregoing 

depositions.  GSA cannot comment on how long Integrity anticipates that it will need to 

conduct its depositions.  The amount of time required for GSA’s depositions will be in 

accordance with Board Rule 15.    

 
In light of the above, and considering certain limited written discovery and document 

requests about which the parties have conferred, the parties propose that further, limited 

discovery in this case – including depositions – be concluded on or before October 30, 

2015.  Naturally, if mediation is unsuccessful, the parties will need to take additional 

depositions. 

 
b. The parties further propose that mediation in the appeal be scheduled for the week of 

November 16, 2015.  It must be noted that GSA views this schedule as ambitious and 

reserves the right request a small number of additional weeks if necessary.  Integrity 
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agrees that it will consider any such request by GSA in good faith and defer to the 

Board’s judgment on the reasonableness of any requested extension. 

 
c. The parties agree that a CBCA judge should be appointed as mediator.  The parties have 

identified Judge Vergilio as a mutually-agreeable mediator.  If Judge Vergilio is not 

available, the parties request a status call for the purposes of coming to agreement on 

another mediator. 

 
d. With regard to the status of the inquiry initiated by GSA’s suspension and debarment 

official (“SDO”), the SDO has requested that Integrity immediately address its ethics and 

compliance program, which Integrity has agreed to do.  Integrity also asked that the SDO 

defer her review of the matters pending before the Board until the resolution of this 

appeal, and Integrity’s understanding is that the SDO agreed to do so.  GSA counsel has 

shared Integrity’s understanding with a representative of the SDO and advises that the 

SDO has not agreed to defer review of the contract matters currently before the Board 

(although at this time the SDO is limiting review to Integrity’s present responsibility).  

To the extent there has been any miscommunication here, Integrity will seek clarification 

from the SDO and provide an updated response on this issue forthwith. 

 

Date:  September 16, 2015   
  
 

Of Counsel: 
John E. Jensen 
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN, LLP 
1650 Tysons Blvd. 
McLean, VA 22102 
Phone: 703.770.7560 
E-mail:john.jensen@pillsburylaw.com 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

/s/ Alexander B. Ginsberg 
Alexander B. Ginsberg 
New York Bar No. 4484820  
D.C. Bar No. 979225 
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN, LLP 
1650 Tysons Blvd. 
McLean, VA 22102  
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Todd J. Canni 
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN, LLP 
1200 Seventeenth Street N.W. 
Washington, DC 20036 
Phone: 202.663.8088 
E-mail:todd.canni@pillsburylaw.com 
 

Phone:703.770.7521  
Fax: 703.770.7901  
E-mail:alexander.ginsberg@pillsburylaw.com  

Counsel of Record for Appellant,  
INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT CONSULTING, INC. 

 

 
/s/ John S. Tobey 
John S. Tobey 
Assistant General Counsel 
General Services Administration 
Office of the General Counsel 
1800 F Street, NW, 2012B 
Washington, DC 20405 
202.501.1762 
john.tobey@gsa.gov 
 
Counsel of Record for Respondent,  
GENERAL SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATION 
 



IN THE CIVILIAN BOARD OF CONTRACT APPEALS 
      
     ) 
INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT  ) 
CONSULTING, INC.,  ) 
     ) 
  Appellant,  ) 
     ) 
 v.    )  CBCA 3873 
     )  (Judge Pollack) 
GENERAL SERVICES  ) 
ADMINISTRATION,   ) 
     ) 
  Respondent.  ) 
     ) 
 

COMPLAINT 
 

Appellant Integrity Management Consulting, Inc. (“Integrity”), as its complaint against 

Respondent General Services Administration (“GSA”) in this matter under Civilian Board of 

Contract Appeals (“CBCA”) Rule 6(b), alleges as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. This case involves GSA’s wrongful demand for payment of $144,800.96 that 

GSA alleges it overpaid Integrity in relation to Integrity’s performance of Task Order No. GS-P-

00-11-CY-0012 (the “Task Order”) issued under Blanket Purchase Agreement No. GS-23F-

ST001 (the “BPA”).  Under the Task Order, Integrity personnel assisted GSA’s Public Buildings 

Service (hereinafter “GSA”) in the formulation and administration of government contracts. 

2. The Task Order, which featured a base year and three option years, was expressly 

issued for a firm-fixed price (“FFP”).  Integrity’s quote, which resulted in the FFP Task Order, 

was based on tables supplied by GSA, which featured labor categories and total hours – both 

entered by GSA.  The tables were contained in a document that GSA identified as both a Request 

for Quote (“RFQ”) and the Statement of Work (the “SOW”) for the Task Order.  This document 
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also included a list of tasks to be performed by Integrity, a list of deliverables to be provided at 

GSA’s request and several performance metrics.  In addition, the SOW provided: “The 

contractor and its subcontractors shall determine the number of employees necessary for efficient 

performance of this contract and may elect to employ fewer employees than the predecessor 

contractor employed in connection with performance of the work.”  The SOW further provided: 

“The contractor will be required to notify the COR of their employee's annual and sick leave and 

scheduled days-off.” 

3. During the course of performance, one Integrity employee staffed to the Task 

Order, Doris Williams, notified Integrity that she would be exercising her right to medical leave 

under the Family and Medical Leave Act (“FMLA”).  Integrity, in turn, notified GSA 

prospectively of Ms. Williams’ absence, expressed Integrity’s intent to assign existing personnel 

to fill Ms. Williams’ role and solicited GSA’s perspective on the matter.  GSA did not respond to 

these communications.  Also during contract performance, in October 2013, the federal 

government shut down as a result of a Congressional budgetary impasse.  Although Integrity 

inquired with GSA several times about the effect of the shutdown on Integrity’s billing under the 

Task Order, which already was funded for the period of the shutdown, GSA did not respond to 

these inquiries either.  Integrity submitted full invoices in accordance with its regular FFP 

invoicing procedures for the periods covering Ms. Williams’ absence and the government 

shutdown, which GSA paid. 

4. In the Contracting Officer’s Final Decision (“Final Decision”) dated April 14, 

2014, GSA alleges that it overpaid Integrity for each of these periods.  GSA has not alleged that 

Integrity failed to satisfy any of the Task Order’s performance metrics.  Indeed, at no point has 

GSA expressed any dissatisfaction with Integrity’s performance under the Task Order.  Because 
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the Task Order was for a firm-fixed price and because Integrity fully satisfied all performance 

requirements and relevant notice obligations, Integrity did not overbill GSA when it submitted 

the invoices in question.  As such, GSA is not entitled to the reimbursement at issue. 

PARTIES 
 

5. Integrity is the Appellant.  Integrity is a small business founded in 2006 that 

specializes in providing major systems acquisition and program management support services to 

U.S. Government customers.  Among other contracts, Integrity holds a GSA Federal Supply 

Schedule contract under the Mission Oriented Business Integrated Services (“MOBIS”) program, 

under which GSA awarded the BPA.  In addition to GSA, Integrity’s customers include the 

Department of Homeland Security, the Department of Defense and the Department of Health and 

Human Services. 

6. GSA is the Respondent.   

JURISDICTION 
 

7. This Board has jurisdiction over this matter under the Contract Disputes Act, 41 

U.S.C. §§ 7104(a) & 7105(e)(1)(B) and the MOBIS contract’s Disputes clause, 48 C.F.R. § 

52.233-1.  Integrity timely filed this appeal on May 28, 2014, which was within 90 days of the 

Contracting Officer’s final decision demanding payment issued on April 14, 2014. 

FACTS 
 

8. On February 3, 2011, GSA issued the RFQ, which GSA also identified as the 

SOW, to supply contractor support to assist GSA with the formulation and administration of 

government contracts.  See SOW at ¶¶ 1-2.  The SOW featured a base year and three option 

years to run through February 17, 2015.  Id. at ¶ 4. 
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9. The SOW provided, under “Contract Type”: “The contractor shall be performing 

under a firm-fixed price type contract.”  Id. at ¶ 16.  See also id. at ¶ 3. 

10. Several aspects of the RFQ/SOW document logically functioned as the Task 

Order’s work statement – such as a list of tasks, deliverables and performance measures.  Id. at 

¶¶ 5, 7-8.  However, one major component of the document – Clause No. 3 – apparently was 

included for bidding purposes only.  Specifically, Clause No. 3 of the document featured a series 

of four tables – one for the base year and one for each option year of the Task Order – in which 

GSA identified labor categories listed in the BPA and specified a quantity of hours next to each.  

Id. at ¶ 3.  In calculating the FFP for its quote, Integrity was required to provide only the labor 

rates associated with each category of labor identified by GSA.  Id. 

11. The SOW provided that the contractor’s tasks under the Task Order would 

include Project Management, Acquisition Support, Contract Close-Out and Unique Situations.  

Id. at ¶ 5.  The SOW also required the contractor to provide, at the request of the Contracting 

Officer’s Representative (“COR”), monthly status reports as deliverables.  Id. at ¶ 7.   

12. The SOW further specified a list of five “Performance Measures,” which required 

the contractor to meet an Acceptable Quality Level (“AQL”) of 95 percent, as evaluated by 

GSA.  Id. at ¶ 8.  The Performance Measures included: (a) Formulation of Pre-Award 

Documentation, (b) Preparation of Post-Award Documentation, (c) Contract Close-Out, (d) 

Customer Relations and (e) Contract Work Schedule.  Id.  Under Contract Close-Out, the SOW 

specified that the contractor was responsible for closing out “a minimum of 75 contracts per 

month, per close-out specialist (unless specified otherwise by COR).”  Id.  As described below, 

GSA subsequently reduced this requirement to 35 contracts per month, per close-out specialist.  
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Under Contract Work Schedule, the SOW provided: “The contractor will be required to notify 

the COR of their employee's annual and sick leave and scheduled days-off.”  Id. 

13. Under Clause No. 12, titled “Staffing of Contractor Employers [sic],” the SOW 

provided: “The contractor and its subcontractors shall determine the number of employees 

necessary for efficient performance of this contract and may elect to employ fewer employees 

than the predecessor contractor employed in connection with performance of the work.”  Id. at ¶ 

12.  

14. Integrity submitted its quote on February 11, 2011.  Integrity calculated its FFP 

for the quote by entering labor rates in the GSA-supplied tables described above.  On February 

15, 2011, GSA accepted Integrity’s quote, which consisted of $1,231,938.16 for the base year 

and $5,161,569.62 including all option periods.  In GSA’s Notice of Award letter, GSA stated: 

“Please be advised that the initial obligated amount under this contract is $102,661.51.  The 

remaining balanced [sic] in the amount $1,129,276.65 is hereby subject to the availability of 

FY11 funds.”  The SOW incorporated FAR 52.232-18 Availability of Funds.  See SOW at ¶ 17. 

15.   GSA’s formal Order for Supplies and Services dated February 18, 2011 stated 

(at 3): “The Statement of Work has been included in the task order.”   

16. Over the course of performance, GSA issued 14 modifications to the Task Order, 

the first of these on March 2, 2011.  Several of the modifications incrementally funded the Task 

Order.  In addition, some of the modifications added or removed labor categories from the Task 

Order, when GSA anticipated a change in its requirements.  See, e.g., Mod 3 (removing labor 

category “Senior Management Consultant III”); Mod 5 (adding labor category “Sr. Analyst”). 

17. On December 20, 2012, GSA emailed Integrity a document titled “SOW Integrity 

REVISED 12-2012,” in which GSA unilaterally revised the RFQ portion of the original 
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RFQ/SOW document to remove certain labor categories in option years 2 and 3.  See Rev. SOW 

at ¶ 3.  GSA asked Integrity to submit a new quote by December 21, 2012.  In addition, the 

revised SOW reduced the Contract Close-Out performance metric to “35 contracts per month, 

per close-out specialist (unless specified otherwise by COR).”  Id. at ¶ 8. 

18. Integrity’s invoicing procedure for more than three years of Task Order 

performance was to submit monthly invoices to GSA for each month’s pro rata portion of 

Integrity’s overall FFP (as modified by certain Task Order modifications, described above).  In 

other words, to determine each month’s invoice amount, Integrity simply used the FFP to be paid 

over the course of the year and divided that figure by 12.  Integrity represented to GSA that it 

would employ this procedure, and GSA did not object.  Indeed, GSA proceeded to make 

payments under the procedure for more than three years. 

19. In mid-2013, Ms. Williams informed Integrity that she would be exercising her 

FMLA right to medical leave from July 2, 2013 to September 3, 2013.  In accordance with the 

SOW requirement to notify GSA of employees’ sick leave, Integrity communicated this absence 

prospectively to GSA.  See SOW at ¶ 8(e).  In October 2013, Ms. Williams informed Integrity 

that she required a second surgery and would have to re-exercise her FMLA rights.  Integrity 

again notified GSA prospectively of Ms. Williams’ absence and expressed Integrity’s intent to 

assign existing personnel to fill Ms. Williams’ role.  GSA did not respond to these 

communications and expressed no concern regarding the Task Order’s staffing. 

20. Also during contract performance, in October 2013, the federal government shut 

down as a result of a Congressional budgetary impasse.  Integrity staff was not permitted to enter 

government facilities during the period of the shutdown.  Although Integrity inquired with GSA 

several times about the effect of the shutdown on Integrity’s billing under the Task Order, which 
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already was funded for the period of the shutdown, GSA did not respond to these inquiries either.  

During the shutdown, Integrity maintained its readiness to perform and continued to pay its 

personnel assigned to the Task Order their regular wages.  Integrity submitted full invoices for 

the periods covering Ms. Williams’ absence and the government shutdown, which GSA paid. 

21. In the Final Decision dated April 14, 2014, GSA alleges that it overpaid Integrity 

for each of these periods.  Specifically, GSA alleges that it overpaid Integrity $110,036.48 in 

connection with Ms. Williams’ medical leave and $34,764.48 in connection with the government 

shutdown.  GSA has not alleged that Integrity failed to satisfy any of the Task Order’s 95 

percent-AQL performance metrics, nor has GSA expressed any dissatisfaction with Integrity’s 

performance under the Task Order.  GSA also has not alleged that Integrity failed to provide 

GSA any notice required under the Task Order.  

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

COUNT I 
(Wrongful Demand for Payment – Medical Leave Absence) 

 
1. Paragraphs 1 through 21 are incorporated herein by reference as if set forth in full. 

2. The Task Order listed several tasks that Integrity was responsible for performing 

(see SOW at ¶ 5) and gave GSA the option of requesting certain deliverables (id. at ¶ 7).  

Moreover, the Task Order included several “Performance Measures,” which required Integrity to 

meet a high performance standard of 95 percent AQL, as evaluated by GSA.  Id. at ¶ 8.  Indeed, 

these Performance Measures included a further defined deliverable – the number of contracts 

that Integrity was required to close out per month.  Id. 

3. The Task Order clearly provided that Integrity “shall determine the number of 

employees necessary for efficient performance of this contract . . . .”  SOW at ¶ 12.  The Task 

Order further provided a mechanism for GSA to remain apprised of any employee absences – 
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i.e., “The contractor will be required to notify the COR of their employee's annual and sick leave 

and scheduled days-off.”  Id. at ¶ 8. 

4. GSA’s administration of the Task Order – specifically its issuance of various 

modifications that reduced the number of employees staffed to the Task Order – demonstrates 

that when GSA anticipated reductions in its future labor requirements, it imposed deductive 

changes to the Task Order in response.  Here, GSA elected not to effect any such change, despite 

being fully notified of Ms. Williams’ absence.  GSA’s current demand for reimbursement, thus, 

violates the basic principles behind firm-fixed price contracting.  See FAR 16.202-1 (“This 

contract type places upon the contractor maximum risk and full responsibility for all costs and 

resulting profit or loss.”)  Having failed to assert any change in its labor requirement, GSA 

cannot now attempt to penalize Integrity for efficient and successful performance of the Task 

Order. 

5. Thus, GSA’s demand for payment as to amounts associated with Ms. Williams’ 

FMLA leave is wrongful and should be denied. 

COUNT II 
(Wrongful Demand for Payment – Government Shutdown) 

 
6. Paragraphs 1 through 21 are incorporated herein by reference as if set forth in full. 

7. The Task Order listed several tasks that Integrity was responsible for performing 

(see SOW at ¶ 5) and gave GSA the option of requesting certain deliverables (id. at ¶ 7).  

Moreover, the Task Order included several “Performance Measures,” which required Integrity to 

meet a high performance standard of 95 percent AQL, as evaluated by GSA.  Id. at ¶ 8.  Indeed, 

these Performance Measures included a further defined deliverable – the number of contracts 

that Integrity was required to close out per month.  Id. 
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APPELLANT’S MEDIATION BRIEF 

Pursuant to Civilian Board of Contract Appeals (“CBCA”) Rule 54 and the Board’s 

Order of September 29, 2015, Appellant Integrity Management Consulting, Inc. (“Integrity”), 

through its undersigned counsel, submits this Mediation Brief in advance of the mediation 

scheduled for November 19-20, 2015. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

At its core, this appeal of a Government claim1 for $144,800.96 involves two issues of 

contract interpretation: (1) first, whether the Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 (“Task 

Order”) was a Firm-Fixed Priced (“FFP”) contract, as stated on the face of the Task Order; and 

(2) if so, whether Integrity was entitled to invoice Respondent the General Services 

Administration (“GSA”) for Integrity’s standard, fixed, monthly amount during (a) the period in 

which one of the employees assigned to the Task Order was exercising her right to leave under 

                                                 
1  It bears mention, at the outset, that because this is an appeal of a Government claim, GSA 

ultimately would have the burden of proof at trial.  See, e.g., Appeals of Eyak Servs., LLC, 
ASBCA No. 58556, 14-1 B.C.A. ¶ 35,570 (Apr. 1, 2014) (“Because these appeals are from 
government claims, the government bears the burden of proof.”). 
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the Family and Medical Leave Act (“FMLA”), and (b) during the period of the Government 

Shutdown in October of 2013 (the “Shutdown”).  Because the Task Order was for a firm-fixed 

price and because Integrity fully satisfied all of the Task Order’s requirements and did so 

“Exceptionally,”2 Integrity was entitled to its full monthly invoice amount during the periods 

identified above and, therefore, it was improper for GSA to issue a Final Decision demanding 

payment of $144,800.96. 

The Task Order Statement of Work (“SOW”) provided, under “Contract Type”: “The 

contractor shall be performing under a firm-fixed price type contract.”   See Rule 4 File Tab 4 

(SOW) at ¶ 16 (emphasis added).  The contemporaneous statements of GSA’s warranted 

contracting officers (“COs”) during the performance of this Task Order further confirm that this 

was an FFP contract.  On December 17, 2012, CO Theresa Weikel and CO Collette Scott 

discussed the Task Order and concluded that it was a FFP contract.  Ms. Weikel: “There seems 

to be some discussion as to the type of order issued firm-fixed price vs. labor hours.  My review 

of the contract file is firm-fixed price.  Do you concur?”  USA000057.  Ms. Scott: “Yes.  I 

concur.”  Id.  

Throughout the period of performance, Integrity acted consistently and transparently 

invoiced GSA on a monthly basis for 1/12th of the annual contract value.  In other words, to 

determine each month’s invoice amount, Integrity simply used the FFP to be paid over the course 

                                                 
2  Integrity’s only CPARS report for this Task Order reflects all ratings of “Exceptional.”  

IMC01786-87.  CO Theresa Weikel states in the CPARS report: “Given what I know today 
about the Contractor’s ability to execute what they promised in their proposal, I definitely 
would award to them today given that I had a choice.”  IMC01787 (emphasis added).  During 
depositions, none of the three contracting officers assigned to this Task Order expressed any 
concern regarding the quality of Integrity’s performance.  Indeed, the original CO, Collette 
Scott, testified that Integrity’s employees performing the Task Order were “so well trained and 
well equipped that we wanted to keep them” and “outstanding, outstanding employees or 
contractors.”  Scott Dep. at 52:7-18. 
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of the year and divided it by 12.  GSA did not object to this procedure, and GSA proceeded to 

make payments under the procedure for more than three years.  Before this dispute arose, GSA 

had paid each of 40 invoices submitted by Integrity under this Task Order, including the invoices 

covering the periods of the FMLA leave and Shutdown in question.   

Turning to the events underlying this dispute: In mid-2013, Integrity employee Doris 

Williams informed Integrity that she would be exercising her FMLA right to medical leave from 

July 2, 2013 to September 3, 2013.  In accordance with the SOW requirement to notify GSA of 

employees’ sick leave, Integrity communicated this absence prospectively to GSA.  See, e.g., 

Beckett Dep. at 42:3-8 (stating “I was aware that Doris Williams was out on – going to be out on 

leave on two different occasions for an extended period of time. . . . She told me.  And she told 

Laurie Schimmel.”).  In October 2013, Ms. Williams informed Integrity that she required a 

second surgery and would have to re-exercise her FMLA rights.  Integrity again notified GSA 

prospectively of Ms. Williams’ absence and expressed Integrity’s intent to assign existing 

personnel to fill Ms. Williams’ role.  See, e.g., USA001111 (Email from John Coombs/Integrity 

to Cynthia Beckett and T. Weikel/GSA dated Oct. 29, 2013 stating: “Integrity’s employee, Doris 

Williams, supporting PBS under task order GS23FST001 GSP0011CY0012 has advised me that 

she must undergo surgery mid-November that will require 6 weeks or more of medical leave 

followed by physical therapy.  Integrity does not want to impede PBS’ operations during this 

time.  I’d like to explore strategies with you to provide continued support to you during this 

absence perhaps by cross-training Clarence now to enable him to fill in during Doris’ absence.”).  

GSA did not respond to these communications and expressed no concern regarding the Task 

Order’s staffing.  GSA, aware that Ms. Williams was on leave and that Integrity had fulfilled its 

obligations during those periods, paid Integrity in full for each invoice. 



 

4 
 

Also during contract performance, in October 2013, the federal government shut down as 

a result of a Congressional budgetary impasse.  Integrity staff was not permitted to enter 

government facilities during the period of the Shutdown.  During the shutdown, Integrity 

maintained its readiness to perform and continued to pay its personnel assigned to the Task 

Order their regular wages.  Had Integrity furloughed the employees, it may not have been able to 

resume performance upon receipt of GSA’s notice of resumption of work.  Integrity notified 

GSA of its intent to invoice its standard, monthly fixed-priced amount during the period of the 

Shutdown.  See, e.g., Rule 4 File Tab 20 (Integrity’s Request for Equitable Adjustment dated 

October 25, 2013) at 1 (“Integrity plans to invoice the full monthly amount since there has been 

no change to the contract and all personnel performing on those line items were idled waiting 

government direction to resume work.”).  GSA, aware of the Shutdown and that Integrity 

immediately resumed work following the Shutdown, paid Integrity’s invoice in full. 

In the Contracting Officer’s Final Decision (“Final Decision”) dated April 14, 2014, GSA 

alleges that it “mistakenly” overpaid Integrity for each of these periods.  See Rule 4 File Tab 32 

at 5.  Specifically, GSA alleges that it overpaid Integrity $110,036.48 in connection with Ms. 

Williams’ medical leave and $34,764.48 in connection with the government shutdown.  Id.  

GSA’s position is unreasonable and unsupportable.  GSA is not entitled to a reduction in 

Integrity’s invoice amounts based on actual hours of work performed.  Moreover, and in the 

alternative, having paid Integrity’s invoices under the same FFP treatment – which was fully 

disclosed to GSA – for more than three years of Task Order performance, GSA has waived its 

present interpretation of the Task Order or otherwise established a course of dealing or course of 

performance supporting Integrity’s interpretation.   
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II. RELEVANT FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

On February 3, 2011, GSA issued the RFQ, which GSA also identified as the SOW, to 

supply contractor support to assist GSA with the formulation and administration of government 

contracts.  See Rule 4 File Tab 4 (SOW) at ¶¶ 1-2.  The SOW featured a base year and three 

option years to run potentially through February 17, 2015.  Id. at ¶ 4. 

The SOW provided, under “Contract Type”: “The contractor shall be performing under a 

firm-fixed price type contract.”3  Id. at ¶ 16 (emphasis added).  See also id. at ¶ 3. 

Several aspects of the RFQ/SOW document logically functioned as the Task Order’s 

work statement – such as a list of tasks, deliverables and performance measures.  Id. at ¶¶ 5, 7-8.  

However, one major component of the document – Clause No. 3 – apparently was included for 

bidding purposes only.  Specifically, Clause No. 3 of the document featured a series of four 

tables – one for the base year and one for each option year of the Task Order – in which GSA 

identified labor categories listed in the BPA and specified a quantity of hours – 1,995 hours – 

next to each.4  Id. at ¶ 3.  In calculating the FFP for its quote, Integrity was required to provide 

the labor rates associated with each category of labor identified by GSA.  Id. 

                                                 
3  As discussed below, both parties ostensibly agree that the Task Order was “FFP,” but GSA has 

sought unreasonably to re-define “FFP” in this case to involve a price dependent on actual 
hours of labor performed.  Indeed, GSA’s interpretation would render Integrity’s FFP neither 
firm nor fixed. 

4  GSA contends that 1,995 hours was itself a Task Order requirement and that, if Integrity did 
not perform 1,995 hours per labor category, Integrity was required to reduce its invoices on a 
pro rata basis according to the actual number of hours performed.  As described below, GSA 
officials have struggled to differentiate this interpretation of the Task Order from a labor hour 
contract.  Integrity, by contrast, asserts that 1,995 hours per labor category was an estimated 
quantity used for bidding purposes only, and used to develop Integrity’s FFP.  Indeed, 
Integrity asserts that this treatment is the only treatment consistent with an FFP contract.  The 
foregoing difference between GSA’s and Integrity’s positions on this issue is at the heart of 
this appeal.  Ms. Scott, the contracting officer who drafted the RFQ, testified that 1,995 hours 
was an “estimate . . . a government estimate.”  Scott Dep. at 57:19-22; see also id. at 80-81. 
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The SOW provided that the contractor’s tasks under the Task Order would include 

Project Management, Acquisition Support, Contract Close-Out and Unique Situations.  Id. at ¶ 5.  

The SOW also required the contractor to provide, at the request of the Contracting Officer’s 

Representative (“COR”), monthly status reports as deliverables.  Id. at ¶ 7.  The SOW further 

specified a list of five “Performance Measures,” which required the contractor to meet an 

Acceptable Quality Level (“AQL”) of 95 percent, as evaluated by GSA.  Id. at ¶ 8.  The 

Performance Measures included: (a) Formulation of Pre-Award Documentation, (b) Preparation 

of Post-Award Documentation, (c) Contract Close-Out, (d) Customer Relations and (e) Contract 

Work Schedule.  Id.  Under Contract Close-Out, the SOW specified that the contractor was 

responsible for closing out “a minimum of 75 contracts per month, per close-out specialist 

(unless specified otherwise by COR).”  Id.  As described below, GSA subsequently reduced this 

requirement to 35 contracts per month, per close-out specialist.5  Under Contract Work Schedule, 

the SOW provided: “The contractor will be required to notify the COR of their employee's 

annual and sick leave and scheduled days-off.”  Id. 

Under Clause No. 12, titled “Staffing of Contractor Employers [sic],” the SOW provided: 

“The contractor and its subcontractors shall determine the number of employees necessary for 

efficient performance of this contract and may elect to employ fewer employees than the 

predecessor contractor employed in connection with performance of the work.”  Id. at ¶ 12.  

Integrity submitted its quote on February 11, 2011.  See Rule 4 File Tab 5.  Integrity 

calculated its FFP for the quote by entering labor rates in the GSA-supplied tables described 

                                                 
5  Although GSA counsel has asserted at times during this litigation that the Task Order had no 

hard requirements other than, in GSA’s view, hours of performance and number of personnel, 
each of the contracting officers testified during their depositions that Clause Nos. 5, 7 and 8 
listed Task Order requirements.  See, e.g., Scott Dep. at 85-87; Beckett Dep. at 91-93; Weikel 
Dep. at 65-66. 
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above.  Id.  On February 15, 2011, GSA accepted Integrity’s quote, which consisted of an FFP of 

$1,231,938.16 for the base year and $5,161,569.62 including all option periods.  See Rule 4 File 

Tab 6. 

Over the course of performance, GSA issued 14 modifications to the Task Order, the first 

of these on March 2, 2011.  Several of the modifications added or removed labor categories from 

the Task Order, when GSA anticipated a change in its requirements.  See, e.g., Rule 4 File Tab 9 

(Task Order Mod. 3, which removed the labor category “Senior Management Consultant III”); 

Rule 4 File Tab 11 (Task Order Mod. 5, which added the labor category “Sr. Analyst”). 

On December 20, 2012, GSA emailed Integrity a document titled “SOW Integrity 

REVISED 12-2012,” in which GSA unilaterally revised the RFQ portion of the original 

RFQ/SOW document to remove certain labor categories in option years 2 and 3.  See Rule 4 File 

Tab 34 (Rev. SOW) at ¶ 3.  Recognizing the FFP nature of the Task Order, GSA asked Integrity 

to submit a new quote by December 21, 2012 (indeed, GSA requested a revised quote from 

Integrity each time it issued a change to Task Order).  Id. (Email from C. Scott/GSA to Integrity 

dated Dec. 20, 2012).  In addition, the revised SOW reduced the Contract Close-Out 

performance metric to “35 contracts per month, per close-out specialist (unless specified 

otherwise by COR).”  Id. at ¶ 8. 

Integrity’s invoicing procedure for more than three years of Task Order performance was 

to submit monthly invoices to GSA for each month’s portion of Integrity’s overall annual FFP 

(as modified by certain Task Order modifications, described above).  In other words, to 

determine each month’s invoice amount, Integrity simply used the FFP to be paid over the course 

of the year and divided it by 12.  GSA did not object to this procedure, and GSA proceeded to 

make payments under the procedure for more than three years. 
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GSA alleges that it overpaid Integrity $110,036.48 in connection with Ms. Williams’ 

medical leave and $34,764.48 in connection with the government shutdown.  See Rule 4 File Tab 

32 at 5.  GSA has not alleged that Integrity failed to satisfy any of the Task Order’s 95 percent-

AQL performance metrics, nor has GSA expressed any dissatisfaction with Integrity’s 

performance under the Task Order.  See n.2 above.  GSA also has not alleged that Integrity failed 

to provide GSA any notice required under the Task Order.  

III. ARGUMENT 

This appeal involves two straightforward issues: (1) whether the Task Order was actually 

an FFP contract, as stated on the face of the Task Order, or effectively a labor-hour (“LH”) task 

order; and (2) if so, whether Integrity was entitled to invoice GSA for Integrity’s standard, fixed, 

monthly amount during (a) the period in which Ms. Williams exercised her right to FMLA leave, 

and (b) during the period of the Shutdown.   

a. GSA Admits the Task Order Was “Firm-Fixed Priced” 

With regard to the first issue, both parties ostensibly accept that this was an “FFP” task 

order but, for GSA, the FFP designation is merely a question of semantics.  GSA has sought to 

re-define “FFP” in this case to involve a price dependent on actual hours of labor performed – in 

other words an LH contract.6  Indeed, GSA’s interpretation fundamentally undercuts the very 

definition of an FFP contract, as the Task Order, according to GSA, would involve neither a firm 

                                                 
6  According to Federal Acquisition Regulation (“FAR”) 16.202-1, an FFP contract “provides for 

a price that is not subject to any adjustment on the basis of the contractor’s cost experience in 
performing the contract. This contract type places upon the contractor maximum risk and full 
responsibility for all costs and resulting profit or loss. It provides maximum incentive for the 
contractor to control costs and perform effectively and imposes a minimum administrative 
burden upon the contracting parties.”  Under an LH contract, by contrast, the government 
acquires supplies or services based on: “Direct labor hours at specified fixed hourly rates that 
include wages, overhead, general and administrative expenses, and profit.”  FAR 16.601(b)(1), 
16.602. 
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nor a fixed price.  The Task Order’s FFP contract type, however, is not merely a superficial label 

but bears substantive legal meaning.  Integrity invoiced the full monthly amount of its FFP for 

more than three years of Task Order performance and properly adjusted its FFP (and 

corresponding monthly invoices) to account for all contract modifications issued by GSA.  

Integrity never invoiced based on hours of work performed, nor was it required to.7  GSA’s 

current demand for reimbursement, thus, violates the basic principles of FFP contracting.8  See 

FAR 16.202-1 (“This contract type places upon the contractor maximum risk and full 

responsibility for all costs and resulting profit or loss.”).  Having failed to modify the Task 

Order, GSA cannot now attempt to penalize Integrity for efficient and successful performance of 

the Task Order. 

                                                 
7  Notably, Ms. Scott testified that it was the COR’s responsibility, not Integrity’s, to track labor 

hours and “adjust” the Task Order invoices based on hours of work performed.  Scott Dep. at 
49:7-17, 123:2-16.  Apparently GSA did not do this. 

 
8  Importantly, the depositions of the COs assigned to this Task Order over the course of 

Integrity’s performance reflect that none of the COs could distinguish meaningfully between 
GSA’s interpretation of the Task Order and an LH contract.  CO Cynthia Beckett testified that 
she considers the Task Order to be FFP because “the labor rate is a firm-fixed price.”  Beckett 
Dep. at 139:19-20 cf. FAR 16.601(b)(1) (defining a T&M or LH contract as involving “Direct 
labor hours at specified fixed hourly rates . . . .”).  See also Scott Dep. at 53:19-54 (“Q: I’m 
wonder if its normal in your experience for a firm-fixed price contract to be based on hours of 
performance.  A: Yes.  As a matter of fact, that’s most – 90 percent of our task orders are 
written that way.  In my career, I have not had any contract other than a firm-fixed price task 
order.  Q: Okay.  Can you tell me, what is your understanding of the difference between a 
fixed price contract based on hours and either a labor hour or time and materials contract?  A: 
That’s a big – that’s a hard question . . . Can I get some water and take a break?”; 55:6- 56:7 
(“A: I definitely need the FAR, maybe, because that’s the only way I can explain it.  And since 
we don’t have the FAR --  Q: Just your understanding of it . . . A: I interpret those types of 
acronyms with federal regulations, and I don’t always put those words – put it in my own 
words because the FAR has exactly what each one of them mean. . . . Q: If I represented to you 
a contract whose price is based on hours of labor is a labor hours or time and materials type of 
contract, would that surprise you?  A: No.”); 110:6-10 (“Q: [H]ow can there be an estimated 
price associated with the firm-fixed price contract?  A: Because the government is buying 
hours.  And you have to estimate.”). 
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The Board should reject GSA’s effort to re-define the requirements of the Task Order to 

depend on the actual hours of labor performed.   

b. GSA Has Waived Its Present Interpretation or Established a Course of 
Dealing or Course of Performance Supporting Integrity’s Interpretation 

In addition, having actually paid Integrity’s FFP invoices – none of which was based on 

hours of work performed – for more than three years of Task Order performance, including 

several option exercises, GSA has waived the interpretation of the Task Order that it now 

propounds or otherwise has firmly established a course of dealing or course of performance 

supporting Integrity’s interpretation of the Task Order.  “Waiver may be either express or 

implied.”  Pub. Serv. Co. of Oklahoma v. United States, 91 Fed. Cl. 363, 367 (2010) (citing Am. 

Airlines, Inc. v. United States, 77 Fed. Cl. 672, 681 (2007) (“A waiver need not be express, but 

may be inferred from a pattern of conduct.”) (citations omitted), aff’d, 551 F.3d 1294 (Fed. Cir. 

2008)).   

In the government contract context, courts in the Federal Circuit have discerned four 

elements required to establish an implied or constructive waiver of contractual rights: 

[When] the contractor is attempting to prove that it was entitled to 
deviate from the exact terms of the contract ..., a plaintiff must 
demonstrate four elements: (1) The [contracting officer] had notice 
that the work differed from contract requirements. (2) Action or 
inaction of the [contracting officer] indicated that the non-
specification performance was acceptable. (3) The contractor relied 
on the [contracting officer]’s action or inaction. (4) It would be 
unfair to permit the Government to retract the waiver. 
 

Pub. Serv. Co. of Oklahoma, 91 Fed. Cl. at 367 (quoting Hannon Elec. Co. v. United States, 31 

Fed. Cl. 135, 147 (1994), aff’d, 52 F.3d 343 (Fed. Cir. 1995)).  Even assuming, arguendo, that 

GSA’s interpretation of the Task Order is correct (it is not), GSA: (1) clearly had notice of the 

events in question and Integrity’s invoicing practice; (2) received and paid Integrity’s invoices 

under that practice for years; (3) Integrity relied on GSA’s “inaction” here; and (4) Integrity is 
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and has been prejudiced by GSA’s effective retraction of any waiver.  Thus, elements of waiver 

would be satisfied here.  In a similar vein, particularly to the extent the Board might deem the 

Task Order ambiguous, the parties have established a course of dealing or course of performance 

in favor of Integrity’s reasonable interpretation of the Task Order. 

“The parties’ contemporaneous construction of an agreement before a dispute arises, or 

practical construction based upon course of performance, are given weight in interpreting a 

contract’s terms if they are unclear.”  Gen. Dynamics C4 Sys., Inc., ASBCA No. 54988, 08-1 

B.C.A. (CCH) ¶ 33779 (Jan. 25, 2008) (citing Blinderman Constr. Co. v. United States, 695 F.2d 

552, 558 (Fed. Cir. 1982)).  Further: “Where an agreement involves repeated occasions for 

performance by either party with knowledge of the nature of the performance and opportunity for 

objection to it by the other, any course of performance accepted or acquiesced in without 

objection is given great weight in the interpretation of the agreement.”  Metro. Area Transit, Inc. 

v. Nicholson, 463 F.3d 1256, 1260 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (citing Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 

202(4)).  Similarly, a “course of dealing” is established in case law as a “‘sequence of previous 

conduct between the parties to an agreement which is fairly to be regarded as establishing a 

common basis of understanding for interpreting their expressions and other conduct.’”  4J2R1c 

Ltd., GSBCA No. 15584, 02-1 B.C.A. (CCH) ¶ 31742 (Feb. 4, 2002) (quoting Parris, GSBCA 

No. 15512, 01-2 B.C.A. (CCH) ¶ 31629 (Sept. 25, 2001) (quoting Restatement (Second) of 

Contracts § 223))).  

In addition to GSA’s repeated payment of Integrity’s invoices under the Task Order and 

exercise of several Task Order options, other important facts in the record strongly support the 

application of the doctrine of waiver here, or a course of dealing or performance that supports 

Integrity’s interpretation of the Task Order. 
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First, and most revealing, the record reflects that GSA actually considered these precise 

issues of contract interpretation in 2012 but never directed Integrity to change its invoicing 

practices or otherwise raised any concerns with Integrity over Integrity’s interpretation of the 

Task Order; instead, GSA extended the Task Order’s period of performance for more than an 

additional year and continued to pay Integrity’s invoices.   

Specifically, a series of emails, attached as Exhibit A,9 reflect an important internal GSA 

discussion over the course of several days in December 2012 involving at least the following 

GSA officials: COs Ms. Scott and Ms. Weikel, COR Tina Harmon, Senior Contracting Officer 

Laurie Schimmel, Contract Specialist Sharmel Lane, Office of Acquisition Management Chief of 

Staff Renee Given and Senior Acquisition Advisor Matthew Urnezis, who the COs identified as 

“rather high up” at GSA.  Weikel Dep. at 34:24.  Some of the highlights from this exchange 

include: 

On December 13, 2012, Mr. Urnezis writes to Ms. Weikel: “Is this an LH (or T&M) 

contract?  If it is a fixed price contract, what are the deliverables?  I am not sure you can answer 

this question but do you have any idea how we can be running out of money?”  USA000214.  

Ms. Weikel responds the same day, stating in part: “I have reviewed the order and the line items 

are firm-fixed price.”  Id. 

On December 17, 2012, Mr. Urnezis writes to Ms. Weikel and Ms. Schimmel:  

In section 12, there is the following statement: 
 
The contractor and its subcontractors shall determine the number 
of employees necessary for efficient performance of this contract 
and may elect to employ fewer employees than the predecessor 
contractor employed in connection with performance of the work. 

                                                 
9  Exhibits A and B, appended hereto for ease of review, are a subset of the documents provided 

to the Board on November 2, 2015. 
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In Section 8, there is the following statement: 
Failure to meet the above performance measures may cause a 5% 
penalty on the invoice if services are not conformed in accordance 
with the Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP). 
 
Question: Based upon the above, would I as the contractor be able 
to only furnish two people for the last month of the contract and 
save 33% of my cost but at most risk a 5% reduction in my 
payment received?  If this is not the case, where is the language 
that prevents this from happening? 

 
USA000270 (emphasis added).  The record does not reflect that anyone at GSA answered this 

question. 

 Also on December 17, 2012, Ms. Weikel writes to Ms. Scott: “There seems to be some 

discussion as to the type of order issued: firm-fixed price vs. labor hours.  My review of the 

contract file is firm-fixed price.  Do you concur?”  USA000057 (emphasis added).  Ms. Scott 

replies: “Yes.  I concur.”  Id.  Ms. Weikel then inquires: “Has the contractor invoiced the 

monthly amount or an hourly rate?”  Id.  The record does not contain a reply to this question.   

 Later on December 17, Mr. Urnezis – commenting on the exchange between Ms. Weikel 

and Ms. Scott, which Ms. Weikel appears to have forwarded to him – states:  

This is interesting.  Because it looks like we negotiated a 
modification based upon a reduction in staffing provided by 
Integrity.  If months 3-12 shows $85,743.08 it would imply we had 
the same support for those months.  It will be important to see what 
Tina has as to what actual support was provided for each of those 
months. 

 
USA000059 (emphasis added). 

 Thus, in 2012, GSA considered the very same issues of Task Order interpretation and 

Integrity’s invoicing practices that underlie this dispute.  During her deposition, Ms. Weikel 

provided the following testimony about the foregoing email exchange: 
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Q: So is it fair to say in your estimation that at least as of 
December 2012, internally GSA has some questions regarding the 
interpretation of the task order? 
A: I would say yes. 
Q: And would you say internally GSA has some questions 
regarding the task order that implicate contractor invoicing under 
the task order? 
A: Based on my read of this, yes. 
Q: And do you know why this question and the -- these questions 
of interpretation were not resolved? 
A: No. 

 
Weikel Dep. at 188:23-189:11.  Further: 

Q: So is it fair to say that as of the end of 2012, this, quote, issue 
involving staffing or problem involving staffing was on GSA's 
radar? 
A: Reading this, I'm going to say yes. 
 

Id. at 200:10-13.  See also id. at 208:24-209:2 (“Q: Okay. If I said to you colloquially that GSA 

was onto this issue back in 2012, would you agree?  A: I would say yes.  Reading this, yes.”). 

This 2012 email exchange was in the context of addressing an apparent Task Order 

funding problem10 and determining whether to exercise the next option on the Task Order.  GSA 

indeed exercised the option, raising no concerns with Integrity, and, as stated, continued to 

extend Integrity’s performance through half of 2014.  These facts also significantly bolster the 

argument that GSA either waived its present Task Order interpretation or otherwise established a 

course of dealing or course of performance that supports Integrity’s position. 

                                                 
10 The record suggests that one of GSA’s primary motivations in re-interpreting the Task Order 

to be based on labor hours performed may have been that GSA failed to secure the funding 
necessary for a fully-funded FFP contract, which may have raised internal concerns relating to 
the Anti-Deficiency Act (“ADA”).  See FAR 32.7.  See, e.g., USA000055 (Internal GSA email 
from C. Scott to T. Weikel dated Dec. 17, 2012 stating: “It is my understanding from the COR 
and Matthew Urnezis that there is not enough funds to pay the monthly invoices for Integrity 
Management Consulting, Inc.”); USA000681 (Internal GSA email from S. Lane to T. Weikel 
dated Dec. 19, 2012 discussing the “reason there are insufficient funds to process Integrity’s 
invoice.”); Weikel Dep. at 190-97 (discussing the consequences of violating the ADA).     
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A further critical data point in this dispute is an email exchange and telephone 

conversation that occurred in January of 2013 among Ms. Weikel, Ms. Schimmel and Linda 

Baker of Integrity.  This exchange is attached hereto as Exhibit B and also is described by Ms. 

Baker in her declaration submitted as Tab 43 of the Rule 4 File.  On January 9, 2013, Ms. Weikel 

writes to Ms. Baker:  

I received the following message from Laurie Schimmel regarding 
invoicing under the subject task order: 
 
I have reviewed the invoicing to find why we are short funds.  We 
reduced staff and money but no one ever reduced the monthly 
amount with the vendor. 
 
As you can see below, we paid the same price whether we had 6 
people or 2.  Integrity never filled these positions, and no one went 
back to get revised pricing based on reduced staff levels. 

 
USA000470 (emphasis added).  Ms. Baker then requests a call with GSA.  USA000469.   

As Ms. Baker explains in her declaration: 

On or about January 15, 2013, I participated in a teleconference 
call with Ms. Weikel and Laurie Schimmel from GSA’s 
Washington, D.C. office to discuss Ms. Weikel’s email of January 
9, 2013. 
 
During the call, I pointed out that the Task Order was for a firm-
fixed price, that we had de-scoped the contract when directed to, 
and that we had been prepared to back-fill personnel during any 
absences.  Ms. Weikel agreed that the Task Order was for a firm-
fixed price and, as a result, agreed that Integrity did not owe GSA 
a refund. 

 
Rule 4 File Tab 43 ¶¶ 10-11.  Ms. Weikel confirmed the accuracy of Ms. Baker’s account during 

her deposition.  Weikel Dep. at 178:5 (“What’s stated here is true.”). 

 The record reflects that, following this call, Ms. Baker transmitted a spreadsheet to Ms. 

Weikel and Ms. Schimmel detailing the current “funding actions, invoicing and payments” under 

the Task Order.  USA000469, 472.  After reviewing this spreadsheet, Ms. Schimmel writes to 
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Ms. Weikel on January 16, 2013: “I have verified the payments and invoices.  We are in 

sync . . . .”  USA000473 (emphasis added).  Ms. Weikel forwarded this message to Ms. 

Baker/Integrity the same day.  USA000910; see also Rule 4 File Tab 43, Ex. F. 

GSA has no reasonable response to these facts, which also establish that GSA waived its 

present arguments or created a course of dealing or performance supporting Integrity’s 

interpretation. 

c. Case Law Supports Integrity’s Invoicing During the Shutdown  

With regard to the Shutdown, Integrity notified GSA of its intent to invoice its standard, 

monthly fixed-priced amount during the period of the Government Shutdown, and GSA in fact 

paid the invoice in question.  The Task Order provides no invoicing increment other than 

months.  If the Board agrees with the reasoning of the Armed Services Board of Contract 

Appeals in Amaratek, ASBCA No.59149, 15-1 B.C.A. ¶ 35,808 (Nov. 10, 2014), a case that is 

factually on-point, Integrity’s invoicing for the period of the Shutdown was entirely appropriate 

and required no reduction.  See Amaratek, 15-1 B.C.A. ¶ 35,808 (“Here, the government relies 

upon a unit of work that the contract does not specify (days) instead of the unit of work that the 

contract specifies (months).  Because the government ordered service for the month of October 

2013, and received all the service it allowed appellant to provide during that month, it owes 

appellant the contract’s unit price for that service: $58,947.”). 

Even if the Board rejects the reasoning in Amaratek, Integrity should be allowed to 

recover the costs of its employees’ salaries during the Shutdown under other relevant precedent.  

See, e.g., Raytheon Stx Corp., GSBCA No. 14296-COM, 00-1 B.C.A. ¶ 30,632 (Oct. 28, 1999) 

(“Respondent contends that these employee salary costs do not meet the test of reasonableness or 

allocability because these costs provided no benefit to the Government during the shutdown, 

since the employees[] performed no work on the contracts. . . . We disagree for two reasons. 
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First, maintaining skilled scientists and computer technicians capable of performing these 

contracts did benefit the Government by ensuring that these individuals remained available under 

the contracts after the shutdown was over.  Second, labor costs for an idled workforce during a 

Government- caused suspension or delay have been recoverable in similar circumstances.”). 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The foregoing two straightforward issues are the only ones the Board needs to decide to 

resolve this dispute.  This is and always should have been a simple case, as both Judge Pollack 

(originally assigned to this case) and Judge Daniels have stated during status conferences with 

the parties.  GSA, however, has sought to transform this case into something far more complex, 

insisting on months of discovery, causing Integrity to expend significant time and resources.  

Moreover, during the pendency of this appeal, GSA initiated several administrative enforcement 

actions against Integrity pertaining to the exact issues before the Board (the two issues described 

above), including an audit by GSA’s Office of Inspector General (“IG Audit”) and a referral to 

GSA’s Suspension and Debarment Official (“SDO”).  These unsuccessful11 enforcement actions 

also caused Integrity to expend significant time and resources. 

                                                 
11 Integrity met with the GSA SDO and, to Integrity’s knowledge, addressed and resolved the 

SDO’s concerns.  The SDO asked to be apprised of the outcome of this litigation. The IG 
Audit, which concluded in March of 2015, proved particularly counter-productive for GSA, as 
the IG auditors concluded, in relevant part: “We reviewed the invoices and found that the 
contractor did meet the requirements of FAR 52.212-4(g) based on the interpretation that the 
contractor was to bill the FFP amount on each invoice, regardless of the number of hours 
actually worked. Further, we noted that the contracting officer approved previous invoices 
submitted by the contractor in the same or similar format.”  See IMC01618 (“Summary of 
Findings: Limited Scope Post Award Examination of Integrity Management Consulting, Inc.” 
dated March 23, 2015 at B-3).  Surprisingly, GSA counsel stated to Judge Pollack that if this 
case goes to trial, he may call GSA’s own IG auditors as hostile witnesses. 
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Despite Integrity’s belief that it has been treated unfairly throughout this process, 

Integrity accepts that the parties have very different present interpretations of the Task Order, 

and Integrity’s goal remains to reach a fair and equitable resolution of this dispute.   

 

Date:  November 13,, 2015   
  

Of Counsel: 
John E. Jensen     
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN, LLP 
1650 Tysons Blvd. 
McLean, VA 22102 
E-mail: john.jensen@pillsburylaw.com 
 
Todd J. Canni 
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN, LLP 
1200 Seventeenth Street N.W. 
Washington, DC 20036 
Phone: 202.663.8088 
E-mail:todd.canni@pillsburylaw.com 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Alexander B. Ginsberg 
Alexander B. Ginsberg 
New York Bar No. 4484820  
D.C. Bar No. 979225 
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN, LLP 
1650 Tysons Blvd. 
McLean, VA 22102  
Phone:703.770.7521  
Fax: 703.770.7901  
E-mail: alexander.ginsberg@pillsburylaw.com  

Counsel of Record for Appellant,  
INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT CONSULTING, INC. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that a copy of the foregoing was served by e-mail on November 13, 2015 upon: 

John S. Tobey, Esq. 
Assistant General Counsel 

General Services Administration 
Office of the General Counsel 

1800 F Street, NW, 2012B 
Washington, DC 20405 

202-501-1762 
john.tobey@gsa.gov 

 
 
 
 

 
/s/ Alexander B. Ginsberg 

         Alexander B. Ginsberg 
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From: Matthew Urnezis - PGQ <matthew.urnezis@gsa.gov>
To: Laurie Schimmel - PGQC

Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA
Date: 12/17/2012 7:32:17 AM

Subject: Re: Revised Integrity SOW

Laurie,
I have added Terry to this e-mail on the proposed SOW.

Item 1
In section 12, there is the following statement:

The contractor and its subcontractors shall determine the number of employees necessary for efficient performance of this
contract and may elect to employ fewer employees than the predecessor contractor employed in connection with
performance of the work. 

In Section 8, there is the following statement:

Failure to meet the above performance measures may cause a 5% penalty on the invoice if services are not
conformed in accordance with the Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP).

Question:  Based upon the above, would I as the contractor be able to only furnish two people for the last month of the
contract and save 33% of my cost but at most risk a 5% reduction in my payment received? If this is not the case,
where is the language that prevents this from happening?

Item 2:
Also in Section for a) and b) there is the following statement

Timeliness and Quality: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL)

Question: What are the standards for when the work is on time and the standards for what the quality of the work needs
to be?  Who is responsible for tracking and measuring these results.  For example, if a comma is missing in the
document is that unacceptable quality. 

Item 3:
Finally, wouldn't the PR come from your division as the requisitioning office?

On Sun, Dec 16, 2012 at 10:47 PM, Laurie Schimmel - PGQC <laurie.schimmel@gsa.gov> wrote:
Attached is a revised sow for Integrity. We need revised costing to reflect the eliminated positions and fill one vacant
position.
Let me know whom is doing the pr to send to region 3.

--
Laurie Schimmel
Senior Contracting Officer
GSA, PGQC
Office of Organizational Resources
1800 F St., NW
Washington, DC 20405
(202) 501-2977 (w)
Fax: 202.208.7413
Laurie.Schimmel@gsa.gov

Notice: This communication is only for above named addressee(s). f you are not an intended recipient, please email sender and destroy original message and any
attachments without copying or distributing. Thank you.

--
Matthew Urnezis (PGQ)
Senior Acquisition Advisor

Page 1

5/5/2015

USA000270
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Integrity Management Consulting, Inc. 

v. 

General Services Administration 
 
 

CBCA No. 3873 
 
 

Index of Exhibits 
 
 
 

TAB1
 DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION DATE 

34.  Revised RFQ/ SOW Email and Attachment 12/20/12 
35.  Revised Quote Email and Attachment 12/21/12 
36.  Emails from Integrity to GSA re: Government Shutdown 10/7/13 
37.  Request for Final Decision re: Option Exercise 5/5/14 
38.  GSA Demand for Payment 5/23/14 
39.  GSA Letter re: Request for Final Decision 6/11/14 
40.  GSA Letter re: Rejection of Invoice 6/12/14 
41.  GSA IG Postaward Audit Engagement Letter 7/16/14 
42.  Declaration of Marc A. Klein 7/28/14 
43.  Declaration of Linda Baker and Exhibits 7/29/14 
44.  Declaration of John L. Coombs 7/30/14 

 
 

                                                            
1 GSA’s Rule 4 File featured 33 Tabs.  For ease of review, this Supplement maintains that numbering scheme and begins at Tab 
34. 



 

 

 

TAB 34 



2

 
From: Collette Scott - PGQC [mailto:collette.scott@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2012 1:10 PM 
To: Linda Baker; Mark Kulungowski 
Cc: Laurie Schimmel - PGQC; Renee Given - PBC 
Subject: Revised Scope of Work (SOW) Contract Number GS-23F-ST001/GS-P-00-11-CY-0012, ACT Number: PJ1P00048,

 
Dear Ms. Baker, 
 
General Services Administration (GSA), Center for Acquisition Services, Washington, DC, 
hereby request that you review the revised Statement of Work.  Please fill in Section 1.  Services and 
Prices/Cost for Option Year 2 and 3, for Project Management and Acquisition Support 
Services. The quote is due by Friday,  December 21, 2012, by 12:30 PM, EST.     

  
  

 
 
 
 
Collette Scott  
Senior Contract Specialist/Contracting Officer 
Office of Acquisition Management 
Center for Acquisition Services (PGEB)  
1800 F Street NW, Rm 4313 
Washington, DC 20405 
202-501-9154 

 
202-208-7413(FAX) 
(b) (6)







4. Period of Performance: 

The period of performance is for a 12-month base period and three 12-month option years. The 
Government may exercise the option by providing written notice to the Contractor no later than 45 days 
prior to the expiration of the proceeding term: 

      Base Year: February 18, 2011 thru February 17, 2012 

Option Year I: February 18, 2012 thru February 17, 2013 

Option Year II: February 18, 2013 thru February 17, 2014 

Option Year III: February 18, 2014 thru February 17, 2015 

5. Tasks: 

The Contractor shall assist in the formulation and administration of contracts, purchase orders, and 
task/delivery orders using the FAR, GSAM Agency best practices. Project Management and Acquisition 
Support Services shall include: 

Project Management: The Contractor shall oversee the performance of contractor 
Contract Specialist (CS), review contract specialist files to ensure regulatory compliance, 
assist customers with regulation documents and formulating contracts and Task/Delivery 
Orders. 

Acquisition Support: The Contractor shall formulate contracts, purchase orders, and 
task/delivery orders against existing contracts; process modifications; extend options; 
assist customers with requirements documents, acquisition reporting and other 
acquisition support services as needed. 

Contract Close-out: the Contractor shall perform contract closeout using the applicable 
procedures shown below dependent upon the stage of the action. For example: 

a. Physical Completion: The Contractor shall discuss with the point of contact to 
obtain and organize necessary paperwork from project team members (CO, 
PM, COR) to determine whether required deliverables and/or services have 
been received and accepted by the Government. 

b. Financial Completion: The Contractor shall discuss with the point of contact to 
determine whether final payment is due to the Contractor or a modification is 
required to de-obligate remaining funds. 

c. Administrative Completion: The Contractor shall complete the contract 
closeout Checklist in the contract writing system and print a copy for the file. 

Unique Situations: There may be instances on the older actions where the contract file 
cannot be located; however, the financial system shows funds remaining on the action. For 
these actions, the Contractor will assist GSA in providing a standard letter to be mailed to 
the Contractor of record . 

6. Inherently Governmental Functions: 

Project Management and Acquisition Support Services 
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- Anticipated Award Date  

Contract Close-Outs 

- Quantity Physically Closed-Out  

- Quantity Financially Closed-Out * 

- Quantity Administratively Closed-Out * 

- Completion Date(s) * 

Other Projects * 

- Quantity * 

- Under $150k * 

- Over $150k * 

- Anticipated Award/Process Date 

Section Brief Status 

Review Projects for Concurrence * 

- Quantity * 

- Under $150k  
- Over $150k * 

- Name of Specialist * 

- Anticipated Completion Date *  

8. Performance Measures: 

Below are the five critical elements under this task order that meet PBS. Throughout the life of the order, 

the Contractor will be evaluated on the performance measures below to ensure that all areas are met 

consistently and at an acceptable quality level (AQL). The performance measures are as follows: 

                  REVISED: 12/2012:  Acquisition Specialist performance measures. 

a. Formulation of Pre-Award Documentation: 
Timeliness and Quality: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) 

Documentation includes New Contracts, Purchase Orders, Task/Delivery Orders, and 

ARRA Actions 

b. Preparation of Post-Award Documentation: 

Timeliness and Quality: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) 

 Administration of Bilateral and Unilateral Modifications; 

 Review and Complete Request for Ratification Packages; and 

 Option Renewal Documentation. 

REVISED 1/2012:  Sr. Analyst for contract Close-out Team performance measures. 

c. Contract Close-Out: 
Timeliness and Quality: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) 

Close-out a minimum of 35 contracts per month, per close-out specialist (unless 

specified otherwise by COR) 

d.  Customer Relations: 

Timeliness and Quality: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) 



 Attend and/or facilitate all customer-driven activities for the Contracting and 

Facilities Division; and 

 Attend monthly and/or quarterly meetings with customers to ensure effective 

customer service is being provided within PGE. 

e. Contract Work Schedule: 
Timeliness and Availability: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) 

Contractor personnel must be accessible to government on-site personnel during normal 
work hours. The contractor will be required to notify the COR of their employee's annual and 
sick leave and scheduled days-off. 

Failure to meet the above performance measures may cause a 5% penalty on the invoice if services are 
not conformed in accordance with the Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP). 

9. Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP): 

The contractor shall meet the performance measures in Section 8 at an Acceptable Quality Level to 
continue services under the Task Order. The designated COR shall evaluate the contractor's 
performance. Should the contractor's performance be below an Acceptable Quality Level, the 
designated COR will notify the contractor in writing of its deficient performance. The contractor shall 
correct its deficient performance in five business days of receipt of written notice. Should the 
contractor's performance remain below an Acceptable Quality Level after notification of deficient 
performance, the Government has the right to deduct 5% from the contractor's invoice and/or terminate 
the Task Order. 

10. Government Furnished Equipment/Property: 

The government shall furnish the necessary office space to perform the required services on site. 

11. Contractor Furnished Equipment/Property: 

Unless specified otherwise, the Contractor is responsible for all equipment, supplies, services (including 
training) in order to perform the services under the contract. 

12. Staffing of Contractor Employers: 

Consistent with the efficient performance of this contract, the contractor and its subcontractors shall, 
except as otherwise provided herein, in good faith offer those employees employed under the 
predecessor contract whose employment will be terminated as a result of award of this task order or the 
expiration of the contract under which the employees were hired, a right of first refusal of employment 
under this task order in positions for which employees are qualified. 

The contractor and its subcontractors shall determine the number of employees necessary for efficient 
performance of this contract and may elect to employ fewer employees than the predecessor contractor 
employed in connection with performance of the work. There shall be no employment opening under this 
contract, and the contractor and any subcontractors shall not offer employment under this contract, 

Project Management and Acquisition Support Services 
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to any person prior to having complied fully with this obligation. The contractor and its subcontractors shall 
make an express offer of employment to each employee as provided herein and shall state the time within 
which the employee must accept such offer, but in no case shall the period within which the employee must 
accept the offer of employment be less than 10 days. 

The contractor and any subcontractors (1) May employ under this contract any employee who has 
worked for the contractor or subcontractor for at least three months immediately preceding the 
commencement of this contract and who would otherwise face lay-off or discharge, (2) are not required 
to offer a right of first refusal to any employee(s) of the predecessor contractor whom the contractor or 
any of its subcontractors reasonably believes, based on the particular employee's past performance, 
has failed to perform suitably on the job. 

In every subcontract entered into in order to perform services under this task order, the contractor will 
include provisions that ensure that each subcontractor will honor the above requirements with respect to 
employees of a predecessor subcontractor or subcontractors working under this task order, as well as of a 
predecessor contractor and its subcontractors. 

13. Task Order Administration Functions: 

Upon award, the Contracting Officer may designate one or more administrative functions to the 
Contracting Officer's Representative (COR) to oversee the performance of the contract. A written 
notification shall be sent to the contractor indicating the administrative functions assigned to the COR. 

Please be advised that the Contracting Officer (CO) is the ONLY official authorized to change any 
terms and conditions of the task order, including price. 

14. Contract Work Schedule: 

The contractor shall work a 40-hour work schedule (unless overtime/additional hours are required and 
authorized by the Contracting Officer. The contract work hours shall range between 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, excluding holidays and days on which the federal Government is closed. Actual 
tour of duty may vary for each contract employee as determined by the Contracting Officer's 
Representative (COR). 
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15. Place of Performance: This 

work effort will be performed at: 

GSA Central Office 
1800 F Street NW 
Washington, DC 20405 

Contract employees are required to be on-site. Days of operation are Monday through Friday. Work shall 
not be required on the following Federal holidays or on days observed in lieu thereof: 

New Year's Day Martin Luther King Day President's Day 
Memorial Day Independence Day Labor Day 
Columbus Day Veteran's Day Thanksgiving Day 
Christmas Day Inauguration Day (When Applicable) 

Note: Should a holiday fall on a weekend, the day designated by the Federal Government shall be 
recognized as the holiday. 

16. Contract Type: 

The contractor shall be performing under a firm-fixed price type contract. All services performed by 
the contractor shall be monitored by the Contracting Officer's Representative and in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of FAR Part 16. 

17. Subject to the Availability of Funds (FAR 52.232-18): 

Funds are not presently available for this contract. The Government's obligation under this contract is 
contingent upon the availability of appropriated funds from which payment for contract purposes can be 
made. No legal liability on the part of the Government for any payment may arise until funds are made 
available to the Contracting Officer for this contract and until the Contractor receives notice of such 
availability, to be confirmed in writing by the Contracting Officer. 

Project Management and Acquisition Support Services 
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From: Linda Baker [mailto:LBaker@integritymc.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2012 4:18 PM 
To: Collette Scott - PGQC 
Cc: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA; Laurie Schimmel - PGQC; Renee Given - PBC; Mark Kulungowski 
Subject: RE: Revised Scope of Work (SOW) Contract Number GS-23F-ST001/GS-P-00-11-CY-0012, ACT Number: 
PJ1P00048, 

 
Collette, 
There is no change to what we sent yesterday which I’ve attached here for you. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Linda Baker 
Contracts Manager 

 
(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1037 
(f) 703‐232‐1745 
www.consultwithintegrity.com  

For the latest updates, follow us...            
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system. 
  
From: Collette Scott - PGQC [mailto:collette.scott@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2012 1:55 PM 
To: Linda Baker 
Cc: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA; Laurie Schimmel - PGQC; Renee Given - PBC 
Subject: Revised Scope of Work (SOW) Contract Number GS-23F-ST001/GS-P-00-11-CY-0012, ACT Number: PJ1P00048,

  
Dear Ms. Baker, 
  
General Services Administration (GSA), Center for Acquisition Services, Washington, DC, hereby 
request that you review the revised Statement of Work (SOW) and fill in Section 1.  Services and 
Prices/Cost for Option Year 2 and 3, for Project Management and Acquisition Support Services. The 
quote is due by Friday,  December 21, 2012, by 12:30 PM, EST.     
  
  
 
Collette Scott 
Senior Contract Specialist/Contracting Officer 
Office of Acquisition Management 
Center for Acquisition Services (PGEB)  
1800 F Street NW, Rm 4313 
Washington, DC 20405 



 

Below please find revised price tables reflecting the Government’s request to staff 3 
positions effective with Option Year 2. 

Item Labor Category Unit FY13 hrs
FY13 

BPA Rate FY14 hrs

FY14 
BPA 
Rate* Total Hours Total Cost

2001 Acquisition Specialist hrs 0 125.86$  0 129.76$  0 -$                
2002 Acquisition Specialist hrs 1,214 125.86$  781 129.76$  1,995 254,136.60$     
2003 Acquisition Specialist hrs 1,214 125.86$  781 129.76$  1,995 254,136.60$     
2004 Sr. Analyst hrs 1,214 99.52$    781 102.61$  1,995 200,955.69$     
2005 Sr. Analyst hrs 0 99.52$    0 102.61$  0 -$                
2006 Research Analyst hrs 0 71.88$    0 74.11$    0 -$                
2007 Research Analyst hrs 0 71.88$    0 74.11$    0 -$                

709,228.89$     
59,102.41$      

Item Labor Category Unit FY14 hrs

FY14 
BPA 
Rate* FY15 hrs

FY15 
BPA 
Rate* Total Hours Total Cost

3001 Acquisition Specialist hrs 0 129.76$  0 133.78$  0 -$                
3002 Acquisition Specialist hrs 1,214 129.76$  781 133.78$  1,995 262,010.82$     
3003 Acquisition Specialist hrs 1,214 129.76$  781 133.78$  1,995 262,010.82$     
3004 Sr. Analyst hrs 1,214 102.61$  781 105.79$  1,995 207,190.53$     
3005 Sr. Analyst hrs 0 102.61$  0 105.79$  0 -$                
3006 Research Analyst hrs 0 74.11$    0 76.41$    0 -$                
3007 Research Analyst hrs 0 74.11$    0 76.41$    0 -$                

731,212.17$     
60,934.35$      

Monthly Invoice Amount

Option Year III Services (February 18, 2014 - February 17, 2015)

Total FFP
Monthly Invoice Amount

Option Year II Services (February 18, 2013 - February 17, 2014)

Total FFP
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From: Linda Baker
To: cynthia.beckett@gsa.gov
Cc: John Coombs
Subject: FW: Contract No. GS-23F-ST001, Task Order Nos. GS-P-00-09-CY-0236 and GS-P-00-11-CY-0012, Performance

 during a Lapse in Appropriations
Date: Monday, October 07, 2013 3:52:00 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png
image004.png

Ms. Beckett,
I’m forwarding the below message in Ms. Weikel’s absence since you responded for her on October

 1st.
 
Thank you,
 
Linda Baker
Contracts Manager

(v) 703-349-3394 x1037
(f) 703-232-1745
www.consultwithintegrity.com

For the latest updates, follow us...         
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be
 disclosed; it may also be privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender
 by return email and delete this email (and any attachments) from your system.
 

From: Linda Baker 
Sent: Monday, October 07, 2013 2:50 PM
To: 'Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA'
Cc: Diane Stetser - 3PQX; R3Contractors; Christine Kelly - PGQA; 'liliana.delbonifro@gsa.gov';
 'john.singleton@gsa.gov'; John Coombs; Christopher Romani
Subject: RE: Contract No. GS-23F-ST001, Task Order Nos. GS-P-00-09-CY-0236 and GS-P-00-11-CY-
0012, Performance during a Lapse in Appropriations
 
Dear Ms. Weikel,
We respectfully request that work under these task orders be permitted to resume.  Contrary to
 previous suggestions, there has been no lapse in appropriations and there is no need for further
 appropriations to support the work.  We specifically direct you to OMB Memorandum M-13-22,
 dated Sept. 17, 2013,   available at the following address to confirm the fact that it is OMB’s position
 that work should not be stopped under these circumstance: 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/memoranda/2013/m-13-22.pdf
 
While we appreciate that the recent Government shutdown has created confusion on this subject,
 we are quite confident that our position on this subject is correct.  Moreover we have discussed this
 issue with legal counsel who advises that absent a clear lack of funding to support the specific
 contract or task order, any Government action requiring us to idle our work force will be



 compenable under the Stop Work clause and other provisions of our contract.  Consequently we
 believe that it is in our mutual best interest to resume performance of this work to the maximum
 extent possible at your earliest opportunity.
 
We are available to discuss this request at your convenience.
 
Linda Baker
Contracts Manager

(v) 703-349-3394 x1037
(f) 703-232-1745
www.consultwithintegrity.com

For the latest updates, follow us...         
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be
 disclosed; it may also be privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender
 by return email and delete this email (and any attachments) from your system.
 

From: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA [mailto:theresa.weikel@gsa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 01, 2013 6:43 AM
To: Linda Baker
Cc: Diane Stetser - 3PQX; R3Contractors; Christine Kelly - PGQA
Subject: Contract No. GS-23F-ST001, Task Order Nos. GS-P-00-09-CY-0236 and GS-P-00-11-CY-0012,
 Performance during a Lapse in Appropriations
 

Integrity Management Consulting, Inc.

Attn:  Linda Baker

2000 Corporate Ridge, Suite 170

Mclean, VA  22102-7844

Sent Via Email:  LBaker@integritymc.com

 

Dear Ms. Baker, 

The Continuing Resolution (CR) providing the U.S. General Services Administration
 appropriations is set to lapse at midnight tonight.

Consequently, continued performance of the subject contract is conditional upon availability
 of funds.  The only basis to allow the contract to continue would be to prevent imminent
 harm to life or property, or otherwise meet the standard for “excepted” activities.  I have



 assessed the subject contract and determined it is not for the performance of an excepted
 activity.  Therefore, if GSA does not receive additional appropriations by midnight tonight,
 work under the subject contract shall be suspended effective October 1, 2013 until further
 notice is issued to you by GSA. 

 You are instructed to:

(1)     Refrain from issuing further orders for materials or services related to the
 subject contract;

(2)    Direct any subcontractors to comply with the contents of this letter; and

(3)    Otherwise minimize costs.

 The direction in this letter is in effect until you are notified by the Contracting Officer that
 work under the contract shall resume.  That is not expected to happen until appropriations
 again become available for this agency.  We will notify your firm otherwise if emergency
 services will be required during the lapse in appropriations.

 Should you have any questions or need additional information, you may contact any of the
 following:

 Liliana Delbonifro

Director, Acquisition Management Division at 215-446-4491

 

John Singleton

Operations Branch Chief, Acquisition Management Division at 215-446-4496

 

Diane Stetser

Procurement Analyst, Acquisition Management Division at 215-446-4586

 

Sincerely,

 Theresa J. Weikel

Theresa J. Weikel
Contracting Officer



U.S. General Services Administration
Acquisition Management Division (3PQXA)
The Strawbridge Building, 9th Floor
20 N. 8th Street
Philadelphia, PA  19107
Phone:  215-446-4524
Cell:  
Fax:  215-209-05

(b) (6)
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1953 Gallows Road 

Suite 650 

Vienna, VA 22182 

 

703.288.2800 

Fax: 703.288.4868 

www.centrelawgroup.com 

May 5, 2014 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC AND CERTIFIED MAIL  
 
Cynthia Beckett 
Contracting Officer 
U.S. General Services Administration 
Public Building Services 
1800 F Street Northwest 
Washington, DC 20405 
Cynthia.Beckett@gsa.gov 
 
 Re: BPA No. GS-23F-ST001 

Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 (the “Contract”) 
Request for Contracting Officer’s Final Decision 
 

Dear Ms. Beckett: 
 
 In accordance with the Contract Disputes Act, Integrity Management Consulting 
(“Integrity”), though counsel, hereby requests a contracting officer’s final decision regarding an 
interpretation of the Contract and its Modifications.  See DaVita, Inc. v. United States, 110 Fed. 
Cl. 71, 85-86 (2013) (“If a contractor’s written request for an interpretation of contract terms 
‘asserts specific contractual and legal grounds for the contractor’s interpretation’ of those terms, 
that contractor has submitted a valid claim under the CDA.” (citation and alterations omitted));   
Specifically, Integrity requests that GSA recognize that its Modification 10 to the Contract that 
purported to exercise Option Year Three for a period of one month pursuant to FAR 52.217-8, was 
actually an exercise of the full Option Year Three under FAR 52.217-9.  Pursuant to 41 U.S.C. § 
7103(f)(1), Integrity requests a Final Decision within 60 days of the receipt of this written request.  
As this request is for a non-monetary contract interpretation, the certification provision of 41 
U.S.C. § 7103(b) is inapplicable.  See Alliant Techsystems, Inc. v. United States, 178 F.3d 1260, 
1267 (Fed. Cir. 1999) (certification is not required for a non-monetary request for declaratory 
relief); cf. In Re Weststar Eng’g, Inc., ASBCA No. 52484, 02-1 B.C.A. (CCH) ¶ 31759 (Feb. 11, 
2002) (“Where the gravamen of a claim is money, the contractor cannot avoid the requirement for 
a sum certain and certification by casting it as a claim for contract interpretation.”). 
 

Centre Law Group, LLC 



Ms. Cynthia Beckett 
Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 
May 5, 2014 
Page 2 of 4 
 

The Task Order incorporated FAR 52.217-9 (Option to Extend the Term of the Contract), 
when it provided that the period of performance was a 12-month base period and three 12-month 
options years that could be exercised by GSA upon timely written notice. 
 

  
Task Order at 3 (emphasis added).  The Task Order, however, did not incorporate FAR 52.217-8 
(Option to Extend Services).  Incorporation of FAR 52.217-8 into a contract allows the government 
to extend performance of a contract for up to 6 months without negotiation if certain conditions 
are present.  These conditions arise when “[a]ward of contracts for recurring and continuing service 
requirements are [] delayed due to circumstances beyond the control of contracting officers.”  48 
C.F.R. §37.111.  “Examples of circumstances causing such delays are bid protests and alleged 
mistakes in bid.”  Id. 
 
 At the end of the 12-month base period, GSA exercised Option Year One pursuant to FAR 
52.217-9.  See Modification 6.  At the end of the 12-month Option Year One, GSA exercised 
Option Year Two pursuant to FAR 52.217-9.  See Modification 8.1  However, when time arrived 
to exercise Option Year Three, instead of exercising the full option year pursuant to FAR 52.217-
9, GSA issued unilateral modification 10 which purported to “Exercise Option No. III for a one 
month period (2/18/14 through 3/17/14).”  GSA stated that it had the authority to do so pursuant 
to FAR 52.217-8.  On March 17, 2014, GSA issued unilateral modification 12 which purported to 
“Exercise Option No. III for a one month period (3/18/14 through 4/17/14).”  Again, GSA stated 
that it had authority to do so pursuant to FAR 52.217-8.  Finally, on April 17, 2014, Jennell Joyner 
of GSA requested a bi-lateral modification for another short-term extension, this time for two 
months from April 18, 2014 through June 17, 2014.  Integrity signed Modification 14 under 
protest, and told GSA that it would be filing this present request for a contracting officer’s final 
decision in the near future.2 
 

1  The base period was funded through several modifications because of the inclusion of an “Availability of Funds” 
provision pursuant to FAR 52.232-18.  This clause was removed before the exercise of Option Year One, and Option 
Year One was funded in full. 
 
2  Because Modification 14 was signed under protest, the box was not checked indicating that it was a supplemental 
agreement between the parties.  Instead, it was purportedly entered pursuant to “FAR 52.217-7.”  This was an obvious 
typo as the description of the provision is “Option to extend services” which is FAR 52.217-8, while FAR 52.217-7 
is “Option for Increased Quantity—Separately Priced Line Item.”  Modification 14 is also signed by Jennell Joyner 
as the Contracting Officer, although Ms. Cynthia Beckett is the Contracting Officer pursuant to Modification 13. 

Centre Law Group, LLC 

                                                      



Ms. Cynthia Beckett 
Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 
May 5, 2014 
Page 3 of 4 
 
 As has been previously communicated to the GSA, Integrity maintains the position that 
GSA has no valid legal basis for issuing the purported short-term extensions.  Instead, Integrity 
maintains that GSA’s exercise of Option Year Three in Modification 10 must be interpreted as an 
exercise of the full Option Year Three pursuant to FAR 52.217-9.   
 

First, GSA had no authority to issue short-term extensions pursuant to FAR 52.217-8 
because FAR 52.217-8 was not incorporated into the task order.  The FAR is clear that “the 
contracting officer may include an option clause,” FAR 37.111 (emphasis added), but it will not 
be read into the contract absent an affirmative decision to incorporate it.  See FAR 17.208(f) 
(requiring contracting officers to “[i]nsert a clause substantially the same as the clause at 52.217-
8, Option to Extend Services, in solicitations and contracts for services when the inclusion of an 
option is appropriate”).  Thus, GSA’s attempt to exercise a clause it did not incorporate into the 
Task Order must necessarily fail.  See In Re Griffin Servs., Inc., ASBCA No. 52281, 02-2 B.C.A. 
(CCH) ¶ 31943 (Aug. 2, 2002) (“As the Supreme Court has recently reminded in a unanimous 
opinion, when the Government enters the marketplace by way of contract and does business with 
its citizens, its rights and duties are governed generally by the law applicable to contracts between 
private individuals.  Thus, we look to contract rules, not regulatory rules, for the interpretation of 
this clause.” (internal quotation omitted)).  Instead, Modification 10’s intention to “Exercise 
Option No. III” must be given its logical meaning of exercising the full Option Year Three pursuant 
to FAR 52.217-9.   
 
 Further, even assuming that GSA had incorporated FAR 52.217-8, it is inapplicable to the 
facts of this case.  “The purpose of the FAR clause [FAR 52.217-8] is to protect contracting 
agencies from being ‘forced to negotiate short extensions’ to expiring contracts at potentially 
higher prices, particularly when performance of the follow-on contract is delayed.”  See Overseas 
Lease Grp., Inc. v. United States, 106 Fed. Cl. 644, 650-51 (2012).  Thus, even when FAR 52.217-
8 is incorporated into a contract, its short-term extensions are appropriate only where the award of 
a successor contract is delayed due to circumstances beyond the control of the contracting officer 
such as bid protests and alleged mistakes in bid.  See Arko Executive Servs., Inc. v. United States, 
553 F.3d 1375, 1380 (Fed. Cir. 2009); Storage Tech. Corp. v. CCL Serv. Corp., 94 F. Supp. 2d 
697, 701 (D. Md. 2000) (“[T]he purpose set forth by 48 C.F.R. § 37.111, [is] to allow the 
government to continue receiving services in the face of the all-too-common bid protest.”).  In this 
case, no bid protest has been filed and there is no alleged mistake in bid, so even assuming that 
FAR 52.217-8 was incorporated into the Task Order, this is not an appropriate case to use such 
short-term extensions. 
 
 Because the purported short-term extensions of Modifications 10, 12, and 14 were 
improper and a violation of the FAR, they are legally invalid.  Instead, Modification 10 should be 
read for its plain meaning and interpreted as being an exercise of full Option Year Three.3  Integrity 
stands prepared to provide services for the exercised Option Year Three (2/18/14 through 3/17/14) 
upon confirmation that Modification 10 exercised the full option year. 
 
 Integrity realizes that the above legal conclusion means that work performed since the 
inception of Option Year Three and continuing for the balance of that option year should be priced 

3  As a result, Modifications 12 and 14 are duplicative and void. 

Centre Law Group, LLC 
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  U.S. General Services Administration 
  www.gsa.gov 
  

 
 

 Public Buildings Service   
 
May 23, 2014 
 
Mr. Christopher Romani 
President and CEO 
Integrity Management Consulting, Inc. 
2000 Corporate Ridge, Suite 170 
McLean, VA  22102 
 
SUBJECT:  Demand for Payment, Blanket Purchase Agreement (BPA) GS-23F-

ST001, Task Order GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 for Acquisition Support Services 
for the Office of Acquisition Management, Acquisition Services Division, 
Public Buildings Service 

 
Dear Mr. Romani: 
 
Our records indicate that your company has not provided repayment in the amount of 
$143,892.64, which was outlined the Contracting Officer’s Decision dated April 14, 
2014, for an over payment of Acquisition Support Services, during two distinct periods 
of time (1) the Government Shutdown of October 2013, and (2) Ms. Doris Williams’ 
FMLA medical leave during the contract performance period.    
 
Please help us resolve this account by sending payment in the amount of $143,892.64 
within 5 days of the date of letter.  To ensure proper credit, send your payment and a 
copy of this letter to: 
 

General Services Administration 
P.O. Box 301511 

Los Angeles, CA  90030-1511 
 



   
 
  U.S. General Services Administration 
  www.gsa.gov 
  

If payment is not received by the requested date, the General Services Administration 
will have no other recourse but to begin recovering the overpayment through the 
administrative offset process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Cynthia A. Beckett 
 
Cynthia A. Beckett 
Contracting Officer 
General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Service 
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  U.S. General Services Administration 
  www.gsa.gov 
  

 
 

 Public Buildings Service   
 
June 11, 2014 
 
Mr. Christopher Romani 
President and CEO 
Integrity Management Consulting, Inc. 
2000 Corporate Ridge, Suite 170 
McLean, VA  22102 
 
SUBJECT:  Blanket Purchase Agreement (BPA) GS-23F-ST001, Task Order GS-P-

00-11-CY-0012, Acquisition Support Services for the Office of Acquisition 
Management, Acquisition Services Division, Public Buildings Service 

 
Dear Mr. Romani: 
 
This letter is in response to the letter dated April 5, 2014, sent on your behalf by your 
attorney’s at Centre Law.  In that letter your attorneys stated your position as to why 
your company feels it should be provided a full twelve (12) month option extension for 
the period February 18, 2014 through February 17, 2015 (hereinafter Option Year 3).   
Integrity Management Consulting, Inc and is entitled to receive additional payment for 
originally negotiated rates for the entire period of performance. 
 
The GSA has determined that a Contracting; Officer’s Final Decision is not required at 
this time.  A review of the by the Contracting Officer and Legal Counsel revealed the 
letter does not meet the requirements covered under 41 U.S.C. 7103 for a certified 
claim.  Per 41 U.S.C. 7103(b), Integrity is required to provide a sum certain and certify if 
necessary.  Integrity has not provided a certain sum nor has a certified claim been 
issued. 
 
While Integrity asserts that they are not required to identify a certain sum because they 
are submitting a non-monetary claim, that position is belied by the fact that it asks to be 
paid money (e.g., to be paid at the contract rates under the full term of the option 
period). See the quote:  "Integrity realizes that the above legal conclusion means that 
work performed since the inception of Option Year Three and continuing for the balance 
of that option year should be priced and performed at the prices stated in the Contract 
rather than the prices reflected in the Modifications 10, 12, and 14." 
 
 
 



   
 
  U.S. General Services Administration 
  www.gsa.gov 
  

However, case law has established that Integrity cannot circumvent the certification 
requirements of the CDA by trying to masquerade their claim as a non-monetary claim. 
The Board has stated: "[w]hile some CDA disputes may involve purely an interpretation 
of contract terms, claims which are in essence "money claims" may not be clothed as 
requests for contract interpretations. Appeal of Westinghouse, ASBCA 47868, 95-1 
B.C.A P27364, 1994 ASBCA LEXIS 386 (citing Reflectone, Inc., ASBCA 34093, 87-1 
B.C.A P 19656, 1987 ASBCA LEXIS 911).   
 
Here, Integrity is pursuing a monetary claim because they are seeking to be paid for the 
entire term of the purported option year prices at the prices set forth in the Contract. 
 This is a claim for money that can be expressed as a dollar figure.  As such, it must be 
expressed as a monetary claim and a sum certain be provided. 
 
Therefore, GSA will not be issuing a contracting officer’s final decision.  Additionally, I 
note that Integrity has requested that GSA defer collection on the basis of an appeal of 
the April 14, 2014 final decision.  As the filing of an appeal alone is not a basis for 
granting a deferral, GSA will continue to move forward with the administrative offset to 
recover the overpayment to Integrity. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Cynthia A. Beckett 
 
Cynthia A. Beckett 
Contracting Officer 
Public Buildings Services 
General Services Administration 
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  U.S. General Services Administration 
  www.gsa.gov 
  

 
 

 Public Buildings Service   
 
June 12, 2014 
 
Mr. Christopher Romani 
President and CEO 
Integrity Management Consulting, Inc. 
2000 Corporate Ridge, Suite 170 
McLean, VA  22102 
 
SUBJECT:  Blanket Purchase Agreement (BPA) GS-23F-ST001, Task Order GS-P-

00-11-CY-0012, Acquisition Support Services for the Office of Acquisition 
Management, Acquisition Services Division, Public Buildings Service 

 
Dear Mr. Romani: 
 
This letter provides written notification that GSA is rejecting Integrity’s Invoice Number 
37261141, dated May 19, 2014 for services rendered during the month of April 2014 
under the subject contract.  The invoice submitted did not contain the requisite 
information to support processing it for payment. 
 
In accordance with FAR 52.212-4(g), Contract Terms and Conditions—Commercial 
Items (Feb 2007)(Deviation Feb 2007) and ALT I (October 2012), Integrity is required to 
invoice for “services rendered.”  Yet, I note that the invoice provided does not state or 
confirm that your company is invoices for services actually rendered or whether your 
company invoiced regardless of whether your contract staff provided a specified 
quantity of hourly work.  See Order for Supplies and Services, Order No. GS-P-00-11-
CY-0012, Contract No. GS-23F-ST001, Date of Order Feb 18, 2011, page 2 of 9: 
“When invoicing for services rendered….”See BPA pg 7.   
 
Invoicing must be done pursuant to MAS terms and conditions. The Task Order 
incorporates the terms and conditions of the Schedule Contract, including 52.212-4(g).  
This clause requires the contractor to provide invoices that include a description of the 
quantity, unit of measure, unit price, extended price of the items delivered and any 
prompt payment terms offered. Here, as this contract is premised upon the delivery of 
hourly work, the price must include a breakdown that lists the quantity of hourly services 
delivered multiplied by the price for that labor category to get an extended price.  
  



   
 
  U.S. General Services Administration 
  www.gsa.gov 
  

Therefore, upon notification that the invoice number 3726114 is rejected, Integrity must 
submit a proper invoice to be reviewed for payment consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Cynthia A. Beckett 
 
Cynthia A. Beckett 
Contracting Officer 
Public Buildings Services 
General Services Administration 
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Sincerely, 

Elizabeth A. Telo 
Audit Manager 
GSA, Office of Inspector General 
Southeast Sunbelt Region Audit Office 
401 W. Peachtree Street NW, Suite 1701 
Atlanta, GA 30308 
(404) 224-2227 

(b) (6)



 

A-1 

 
DATA REQUESTS 

 
Please provide computerized files of sales transactions for ALL GSA sales under  
GS-10F-0186U, BPA GS-23F-ST001, Task Order GS-P-00-11-CY-0012, for the period 
March 2009 through July 2014.  The sales data should contain the following fields to the 
extent available; however, additional fields need not be eliminated: 
 
• Contract Number  
• Task Order Number 
• Task Order Date 
• Invoice Number 
• Invoice Date 
• List Price/List Billing Rate 
• Unit Price/Billing Rate 
• Quantity/Billed Hours 
• Overtime rate, site-differential, etc. 
• Labor Category/Item Description (labor category 

name, travel, other direct cost, materials) 
• Employee Name 
• Labor Rate type (Government –on/offsite, 

Contractor –on/offsite, subcontractor effort) 
• Corresponding GSA Labor category 
• Payment Date  
• Payment Terms  
• Special Item Number 
 
Medium 
The data can be provided on one of the following: 

• CD-ROM 
• DVD 
• Flash Drive 
• Other Electronic Storage Device 

 
We can accept and work with files with Database (.DBF), Access (.MDB), or Excel 
(.XLS or .XLSX) extensions.  If information is stored in another format, please discuss 
this with us before compiling. 
  



A-2 
 

DOCUMENTATION REQUESTS 
 
We also request the following information in advance: 
 

� A breakdown of all hours worked by each employee for the contract period. 
 
� Timesheets for all employees who worked under the contract/task order for the 

contract period. 
 

� A copy of all invoices submitted to GSA for payment. 
 
� All price lists in effect during GSA contract period for all offered services. 

 
� Chart of Accounts and relevant company organizational charts. 

 
� Current written procedures and flowcharts detailing the order processing and billing 

systems. 
 
� A summary of orders and corresponding values placed under the subject task order 

for the contract period. 
 

� Detailed data of billable labor rates by individual for all personnel working on the 
subject task order.  This data should include the individual’s name, labor 
discipline(s), billable rate(s), whether the individual is an employee or a 
subcontractor, and, if an employee, whether the employee’s time is directly or 
indirectly charged. 

 
� A list of all labor categories and related descriptions, as well as experience and 

education qualification factors. 
 

� Any written procedures in effect to ensure that all employees assigned to 
government task orders meet the experience and educational qualifications 
stipulated in the GSA contract. 
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IN THE CIVILIAN BOARD OF CONTRACT APPEALS 
      
     ) 
INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT  ) 
CONSULTING, INC.,  ) 
     ) 
  Appellant,  ) 
     ) 
 v.    )  CBCA 3873 
     )  (Judge Pollack) 
GENERAL SERVICES  ) 
ADMINISTRATION,   ) 
     ) 
  Respondent.  ) 
     ) 
 

Declaration of Marc A. Klein 

I, Marc A. Klein, declare as follows: 

1. From September 2012 to May 2014, I was employed by Integrity Management 

Consulting, Inc. (“Integrity”) as the company’s chief financial officer. 

2. On March 5, 2014, I met with General Services Administration (“GSA”) Deputy 

Assistant Commissioner for Acquisition Andrew Blumenfeld at GSA offices on 1800 F Street 

NW, Washington, D.C.  Contracting Officer Theresa Weikel and Director of Acquisition 

Management Liliana Delbonifro attended via teleconference from GSA’s Philadelphia office. 

3. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss certain amounts invoiced by Integrity and 

paid by GSA during Integrity’s performance of Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 (the “Task 

Order”). 

4. Specifically, Mr. Blumenfeld asserted that GSA was entitled to reimbursement based 

on Integrity’s billings during two periods during which Doris Williams, an Integrity employee 

staffed to the Task Order, was on medical leave.  Mr. Blumenfeld also asserted that GSA was 

entitled to reimbursement based on invoices submitted by Integrity for October, 2013, during 

which the federal government shut down. 
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IN THE CIVILIAN BOARD OF CONTRACT APPEALS 
      
     ) 
INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT  ) 
CONSULTING, INC.,  ) 
     ) 
  Appellant,  ) 
     ) 
 v.    )  CBCA 3873 
     )  (Judge Pollack) 
GENERAL SERVICES  ) 
ADMINISTRATION,   ) 
     ) 
  Respondent.  ) 
     ) 
 

Declaration of Linda Baker 

I, Linda Baker, declare as follows: 

1. From August 15, 2010 to present, I have been employed by Integrity Management 

Consulting, Inc. (“Integrity”) as the company’s contracts manager. 

2. From February 2011 to June 2014, Integrity performed Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-

CY-0012 (the “Task Order”) for the General Service Administration’s Public Buildings Service 

(“GSA”), under which Integrity assisted GSA in the formulation and administration of 

government contracts.  The Task Order was awarded for a firm-fixed price. 

3. During the course of the Task Order’s performance, Integrity often experienced 

difficulty and delay when attempting to communicate with GSA officials regarding the 

administration of the Task Order – in particular with regard to Task Order staffing.  GSA 

commonly failed to respond to Integrity’s inquiries at all, or otherwise Integrity received 

communications from GSA officials whose roles and authority under the Task Order were not 

(and still are not) clear.  These communication difficulties appeared to be caused or exacerbated 
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by internal confusion at GSA regarding which officials were assigned to administer the Task 

Order.   

4. For example, the Task Order’s original contracting officer (“CO”) was Colette Scott, 

who was based at GSA offices in Washington, D.C.  Integrity sought to contact Ms. Scott via 

email on November 19, 2012 to discuss the departure of a member of the Task Order staff and 

inquire whether Integrity should “back fill” the position.  The relevant email exchange is 

attached hereto as Exhibit A.  On November 28, 2012, another GSA official, Diane Taylor, 

informed Integrity that “Ms. Scott is no longer the contracting officer for the contracts.  All 

integrity contracts have been transferred for contract administration to other COs.”  Ex. A at 12.  

I did not and do not know what role Ms. Taylor filled at GSA.  On December 3, 2012, I wrote an 

email to Ms. Taylor asking her to identify the current CO and CO’s representative for the Task 

Order.  Id. at 11.  Ms. Taylor informed Integrity that Theresa Weikel, who is based in 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, was the new CO.  Integrity never received a Task Order 

modification installing Ms. Weikel as CO.  Id. at 10. 

5. On December 7, 2012, I repeated Integrity’s inquiry regarding staffing, and Ms. 

Weikel responded on December 11, 2012: “I have sent an e-mail message to Diane Taylor and 

Collette Scott asking for information on this issue.   I will contact you as soon as I receive a 

response.”  Id. at 2.  Ms. Weikel ultimately did not provide a response.  GSA installed yet 

another CO, Cynthia Beckett, via Task Order modification on March 27, 2014. 

6. Despite Integrity’s overall difficulty communicating with GSA, on several occasions 

GSA decided to de-scope the Task Order in anticipation of reduced labor requirements and 

communicated those decisions to Integrity by issuing changes to the Task Order.  In each 

instance, Integrity revised its Task Order pricing accordingly. 
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7. For example, on December 20, 2012, Ms. Scott emailed Integrity a document titled 

“SOW Integrity REVISED 12-2012” and requested that Integrity submit a revised and reduced 

firm-fixed-price quotation based on the removal of certain labor categories in Option Years 2 and 

3 of the Task Order.  This email and its attachment are attached hereto as Exhibit B.  Integrity 

complied with this change the same day, submitting a revised firm-fixed price for Option Years 2 

and 3.  Integrity’s transmission email and revised quote are attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

8. On January 9, 2013, I received an email from Ms. Weikel, requesting that Integrity 

review its records and provide comments regarding invoicing under the contract for the period 

February 18, 2012 through February 17, 2013, Option Year 1 of the Task Order.  This email is 

attached hereto as Exhibit D.  The email retrospectively identified several invoice periods in 

2012 where Ms. Weikel stated that GSA paid the “same price” regardless of the particular 

staffing level for that invoice period.  Id.  As a preliminary point, I note that the specific figures 

identified in Ms. Weikel’s email are incorrect, which I explained to Ms. Weikel during the 

January 15, 2013 teleconference described below. 

9. Notwithstanding the specific figures that Ms. Weikel cited in her email, it is true that 

Integrity’s Task Order staffing fluctuated in 2012 as a result of certain employees’ departures 

from Integrity and one employee’s maternity leave.  Integrity notified GSA regarding all such 

staffing fluctuations.  During these periods, Integrity invoiced GSA in accordance with its 

established firm-fixed price, except where GSA directed Integrity to de-scope the Task Order. 

10. On or about January 15, 2013, I participated in a teleconference call with Ms. Weikel 

and Laurie Schimmel from GSA’s Washington, D.C. office to discuss Ms. Weikel’s email of 

January 9, 2013. 





 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT A 
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From: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA [mailto:theresa.weikel@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 10:08 AM 
To: Linda Baker 
Cc: Mark Kulungowski; Mark Kulungowski; Diane Taylor - QTFAAC; Collette Scott - PGQC; Matthew Urnezis - PGQ 
Subject: Re: GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 

 
Good Morning Ms. Baker,  
 
I have sent an e-mail message to Diane Taylor and Collette Scott asking for information on this issue.   I will 
contact you as soon as I receive a response.  Thank you. 
 

On Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 3:33 PM, Linda Baker <LBaker@integritymc.com> wrote: 

Dear Ms. Weikel, 

We were informed by Diane Taylor (email attached) that our Task Order (BPA:  GS‐23F‐ST001; Task Order : GS‐P‐00‐11‐
CY‐0012) was transferred to you for administration.  We have been told not to backfill a position that was recently 
vacated and wanted your confirmation of this direction.  Please contact me at your earliest convenience to discuss the 
status of this task order. 

Thank you, 

  

Linda Baker 

Contracts Manager 

 

(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1037 

(f) 703‐232‐1745 

www.consultwithintegrity.com  

For the latest updates, follow us...            

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system. 

  

From: Diane Taylor - QTFAAC [mailto:diane.taylor@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 3:33 PM 
To: Linda Baker 
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Cc: Butch Jordan; Mark Hogenmiller 
Subject: Re: FW: Re: 

  

Yes, you are not authorized to backfill Ms. Pritchett's position 

On Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 3:29 PM, Linda Baker <LBaker@integritymc.com> wrote: 

Ms. Taylor, 

Did you mean to say we are “not” authorized to backfill Ms. Pritchett’s position? 

  

Linda Baker 

Contracts Manager 

 

(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1037 

(f) 703‐232‐1745 

www.consultwithintegrity.com  

For the latest updates, follow us...            

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system. 

  

From: Diane Taylor - QTFAAC [mailto:diane.taylor@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 3:19 PM 

 
To: Linda Baker 
Cc: Butch Jordan; Mark Hogenmiller 
Subject: Re: FW: Re: 

  

No you are authorized to backfill for Ms. Pritchett. 

On Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 2:34 PM, Linda Baker <LBaker@integritymc.com> wrote: 
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Ms. Taylor, 

Please advise the following: 

1.       Who is the current Contracting Officer for our Task Order? 

2.       Who is the current COR for our Task Order? 

3.       Are we authorized to backfill Ms. Pritchett? 

  

Thank you, 

  

Linda Baker 

Contracts Manager 

 

(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1037 

(f) 703‐232‐1745 

www.consultwithintegrity.com  

For the latest updates, follow us...            

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system. 

  

From: Butch Jordan  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 8:28 AM 
To: Mark Hogenmiller 
Cc: Linda Baker 
Subject: FW: Re: 

  

FYI….this is the first time we’ve been officially notified that Collette is no longer the KO. 
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From: Diane Taylor - QTFAAC [mailto:diane.taylor@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 7:34 AM 
To: Butch Jordan 
Cc: Collette Scott - PGQC; Linda Baker 
Subject: Re: Re: 

  

Good morning,  Mr. Jordan 

  

I am not sure where the contractor employee received that information.  Ms. Scott is no longer the contracting 
officer for the contracts.  All integrity contracts have been transferred for contract administration to other 
COs.   I will let management know of Ms. Pritchett's departure for Friday, November 30. 

On Tue, Nov 27, 2012 at 2:01 PM, Butch Jordan <hjordan@integritymc.com> wrote: 

Ms. Taylor, 

  

Thank you for your feedback. Regretfully, I must advise you that Ms. Pritchett will be leaving Integrity on 
Friday November 30, 2012.   

  

The sudden departure of the Integrity closeout team members is very concerning to me and the Integrity 
leadership.  However during exit interviews with our team members; we have learned that the fear of a staff 
reduction is the cause of their departure.  It seems that government team members are privately telling our 
closeout team members that they will be dropped from the contract at the end of the calendar year.  They 
believe this information is coming from a reliable sources and it has caused them to be concerned for their 
jobs.  Therefore, they decided to seek employment elsewhere.  

  

I understand we are not within the governments standard timeframe for intent to exercise the next option period. 
It would be helpful for all concerned to have a better understanding of the governments requirements for 
contract closeout personnel and this task order. 

  

Respectfully, 

Butch Jordan 

Program Director 

(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1021 

(f) 703‐232‐1745 
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For the latest updates, follow us...            

www.consultwithintegrity.com  

Find ‘ConsultWithIntegrity’ on Facebook  

Follow us on Twitter: IntegrityMC 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system.  

  

  

  

From: Diane Taylor - QTFAAC [mailto:diane.taylor@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2012 5:22 PM 
To: Collette Scott - PGQC 
Cc: Lloyd Hampton - PGQC; Butch Jordan 
Subject: Re: 

  

This acquisition management division will not be back filling Sandra Baileys slot.  

On Nov 20, 2012 3:46 PM, "Collette Scott - PGQC" <collette.scott@gsa.gov> wrote: 

Butch,  

  

I have not had a chance to speak with my supervisor(s) on this issue.  I will after the Thanksgiving Holiday. 

  

 
Collette Scott 

Senior Contract Specialist/Contracting Officer 
Office of Acquisition Management 
Center for Acquisition Services (PGEB)  
1800 F Street NW, Rm 4313 
Washington, DC 20405 
202-501-9154 

 
202-208-7413(FAX) 
(b) (6)
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On Mon, Nov 19, 2012 at 11:16 AM, Butch Jordan <hjordan@integritymc.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Collette,  

  

I hope you had a wonderful weekend.   

  

I am following up with you on our previous conversation about back filling Sandra Bailey.  Have you had an 
opportunity to meet with your leadership to discuss this subject? I have several good candidates that I would 
like to present to you. 

  

Respectfully, 

  

Butch Jordan 

Program Director 

(v) 703-349-3394 x1021 

(f) 703-232-1745 

 

For the latest updates, follow us...        

www.consultwithintegrity.com  

Find ‘ConsultWithIntegrity’ on Facebook  

Follow us on Twitter: IntegrityMC 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system.  
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--  
Diane P. Taylor 

Supervisory Contract Specialist, QTFAAC 

GSA, Federal Acquisition Service 

IT Schedule Contract Ops Div 1 

Center for IT Schedule Program 

2200 Crystal Drive, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA  20406 

email:  diane.taylor@gsa.gov 

(voice) 703-603-8295 

(blackberry)  

(fax) 703-605-9837 

  

  
  

  

 
 
 

  

--  
Diane P. Taylor 

Supervisory Contract Specialist, QTFAAC 

GSA, Federal Acquisition Service 

IT Schedule Contract Ops Div 1 

(b) (6)
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---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Diane Taylor - QTFAAC <diane.taylor@gsa.gov> 
To: Linda Baker <LBaker@integritymc.com> 
Cc: Butch Jordan <hjordan@integritymc.com>, Mark Hogenmiller <MHogenmiller@integritymc.com> 
Date: Mon, 3 Dec 2012 15:17:55 -0500 
Subject: Re: FW: Re: 
The task order was transferred to the following contracting officer:  
 
Theresa J. Weikel  
Contracting Officer 
U.S. General Services Administration 
Acquisition Management Division (3PQXA) 
The Strawbridge Building, 9th Floor 
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia, PA  19107 
Phone:  215-446-4524 
Cell:  215-205-8949 
Fax:  215-209-0522 

 
On Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 2:41 PM, Linda Baker <LBaker@integritymc.com> wrote: 

BPA:  GS‐23F‐ST001 

Task Order : GS‐P‐00‐11‐CY‐0012 

  

Thank you, 

  

Linda Baker 

Contracts Manager 

 

(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1037 

(f) 703‐232‐1745 

www.consultwithintegrity.com  
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For the latest updates, follow us...            

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system. 

  

From: Diane Taylor - QTFAAC [mailto:diane.taylor@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 2:36 PM 
To: Linda Baker 
Cc: Butch Jordan; Mark Hogenmiller 
Subject: Re: FW: Re: 

  

What is the contract number? 

On Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 2:34 PM, Linda Baker <LBaker@integritymc.com> wrote: 

Ms. Taylor, 

Please advise the following: 

1.       Who is the current Contracting Officer for our Task Order? 

2.       Who is the current COR for our Task Order? 

3.       Are we authorized to backfill Ms. Pritchett? 

  

Thank you, 

  

Linda Baker 

Contracts Manager 

 

(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1037 

(f) 703‐232‐1745 

www.consultwithintegrity.com  
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For the latest updates, follow us...            

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system. 

  

From: Butch Jordan  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 8:28 AM 
To: Mark Hogenmiller 
Cc: Linda Baker 
Subject: FW: Re: 

  

FYI….this is the first time we’ve been officially notified that Collette is no longer the KO. 

  

From: Diane Taylor - QTFAAC [mailto:diane.taylor@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 7:34 AM 
To: Butch Jordan 
Cc: Collette Scott - PGQC; Linda Baker 
Subject: Re: Re: 

  

Good morning,  Mr. Jordan 

  

I am not sure where the contractor employee received that information.  Ms. Scott is no longer the contracting 
officer for the contracts.  All integrity contracts have been transferred for contract administration to other 
COs.   I will let management know of Ms. Pritchett's departure for Friday, November 30. 

On Tue, Nov 27, 2012 at 2:01 PM, Butch Jordan <hjordan@integritymc.com> wrote: 

Ms. Taylor, 

  

Thank you for your feedback. Regretfully, I must advise you that Ms. Pritchett will be leaving Integrity on 
Friday November 30, 2012.   

  

The sudden departure of the Integrity closeout team members is very concerning to me and the Integrity 
leadership.  However during exit interviews with our team members; we have learned that the fear of a staff 
reduction is the cause of their departure.  It seems that government team members are privately telling our 
closeout team members that they will be dropped from the contract at the end of the calendar year.  They 
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believe this information is coming from a reliable sources and it has caused them to be concerned for their 
jobs.  Therefore, they decided to seek employment elsewhere.  

  

I understand we are not within the governments standard timeframe for intent to exercise the next option period. 
It would be helpful for all concerned to have a better understanding of the governments requirements for 
contract closeout personnel and this task order. 

  

Respectfully, 

Butch Jordan 

Program Director 

(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1021 

(f) 703‐232‐1745 

 

For the latest updates, follow us...            

www.consultwithintegrity.com  

Find ‘ConsultWithIntegrity’ on Facebook  

Follow us on Twitter: IntegrityMC 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system.  

  

  

  

From: Diane Taylor - QTFAAC [mailto:diane.taylor@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2012 5:22 PM 
To: Collette Scott - PGQC 
Cc: Lloyd Hampton - PGQC; Butch Jordan 
Subject: Re: 
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This acquisition management division will not be back filling Sandra Baileys slot.  

On Nov 20, 2012 3:46 PM, "Collette Scott - PGQC" <collette.scott@gsa.gov> wrote: 

Butch,  

  

I have not had a chance to speak with my supervisor(s) on this issue.  I will after the Thanksgiving Holiday. 

  

 
Collette Scott 

Senior Contract Specialist/Contracting Officer 
Office of Acquisition Management 
Center for Acquisition Services (PGEB)  
1800 F Street NW, Rm 4313 
Washington, DC 20405 
202-501-9154 

(cell) 
202-208-7413(FAX) 

  

On Mon, Nov 19, 2012 at 11:16 AM, Butch Jordan <hjordan@integritymc.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Collette,  

  

I hope you had a wonderful weekend.   

  

I am following up with you on our previous conversation about back filling Sandra Bailey.  Have you had an 
opportunity to meet with your leadership to discuss this subject? I have several good candidates that I would 
like to present to you. 

  

Respectfully, 

  

Butch Jordan 

Program Director 

(v) 703-349-3394 x1021 

(b) (6)
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(f) 703-232-1745 

 

For the latest updates, follow us...        

www.consultwithintegrity.com  

Find ‘ConsultWithIntegrity’ on Facebook  

Follow us on Twitter: IntegrityMC 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system.  

  

  

  

 
 
 

  

--  
Diane P. Taylor 

Supervisory Contract Specialist, QTFAAC 

GSA, Federal Acquisition Service 

IT Schedule Contract Ops Div 1 

Center for IT Schedule Program 

2200 Crystal Drive, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA  20406 

email:  diane.taylor@gsa.gov 

(voice) 703-603-8295 

(blackberry) 7  (b) (6)
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(fax) 703-605-9837 

  

  
  

  

 
 
 

  

--  
Diane P. Taylor 

Supervisory Contract Specialist, QTFAAC 

GSA, Federal Acquisition Service 

IT Schedule Contract Ops Div 1 

Center for IT Schedule Program 

2200 Crystal Drive, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA  20406 

email:  diane.taylor@gsa.gov 

(voice) 703-603-8295 

(blackberry)  

(fax) 703-605-9837 

  

  
  

  

 
 
 
 
--  
Diane P. Taylor  

(b) (6)
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Supervisory Contract Specialist, QTFAAC 
GSA, Federal Acquisition Service 
IT Schedule Contract Ops Div 1 
Center for IT Schedule Program 
2200 Crystal Drive, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA  20406 
email:  diane.taylor@gsa.gov 
(voice) 703-603-8295 
(blackberry)  
(fax) 703-605-9837 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
--  
Theresa J. Weikel  
Contracting Officer 
U.S. General Services Administration 
Acquisition Management Division (3PQXA) 
The Strawbridge Building, 9th Floor 
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia, PA  19107 
Phone:  215-446-4524 
Cell:   
Fax:  215-209-0522 
 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)



 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT B 
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From: Collette Scott - PGQC [mailto:collette.scott@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2012 1:10 PM 
To: Linda Baker; Mark Kulungowski 
Cc: Laurie Schimmel - PGQC; Renee Given - PBC 
Subject: Revised Scope of Work (SOW) Contract Number GS-23F-ST001/GS-P-00-11-CY-0012, ACT Number: PJ1P00048,

 
Dear Ms. Baker, 
 
General Services Administration (GSA), Center for Acquisition Services, Washington, DC, 
hereby request that you review the revised Statement of Work.  Please fill in Section 1.  Services and 
Prices/Cost for Option Year 2 and 3, for Project Management and Acquisition Support 
Services. The quote is due by Friday,  December 21, 2012, by 12:30 PM, EST.     

  
  

 
 
 
 
Collette Scott  
Senior Contract Specialist/Contracting Officer 
Office of Acquisition Management 
Center for Acquisition Services (PGEB)  
1800 F Street NW, Rm 4313 
Washington, DC 20405 
202-501-9154 

(cell) 
202-208-7413(FAX) 
(b) (6)







4. Period of Performance: 

The period of performance is for a 12-month base period and three 12-month option years. The 
Government may exercise the option by providing written notice to the Contractor no later than 45 days 
prior to the expiration of the proceeding term: 

      Base Year: February 18, 2011 thru February 17, 2012 

Option Year I: February 18, 2012 thru February 17, 2013 

Option Year II: February 18, 2013 thru February 17, 2014 

Option Year III: February 18, 2014 thru February 17, 2015 

5. Tasks: 

The Contractor shall assist in the formulation and administration of contracts, purchase orders, and 
task/delivery orders using the FAR, GSAM Agency best practices. Project Management and Acquisition 
Support Services shall include: 

Project Management: The Contractor shall oversee the performance of contractor 
Contract Specialist (CS), review contract specialist files to ensure regulatory compliance, 
assist customers with regulation documents and formulating contracts and Task/Delivery 
Orders. 

Acquisition Support: The Contractor shall formulate contracts, purchase orders, and 
task/delivery orders against existing contracts; process modifications; extend options; 
assist customers with requirements documents, acquisition reporting and other 
acquisition support services as needed. 

Contract Close-out: the Contractor shall perform contract closeout using the applicable 
procedures shown below dependent upon the stage of the action. For example: 

a. Physical Completion: The Contractor shall discuss with the point of contact to 
obtain and organize necessary paperwork from project team members (CO, 
PM, COR) to determine whether required deliverables and/or services have 
been received and accepted by the Government. 

b. Financial Completion: The Contractor shall discuss with the point of contact to 
determine whether final payment is due to the Contractor or a modification is 
required to de-obligate remaining funds. 

c. Administrative Completion: The Contractor shall complete the contract 
closeout Checklist in the contract writing system and print a copy for the file. 

Unique Situations: There may be instances on the older actions where the contract file 
cannot be located; however, the financial system shows funds remaining on the action. For 
these actions, the Contractor will assist GSA in providing a standard letter to be mailed to 
the Contractor of record . 

6. Inherently Governmental Functions: 

Project Management and Acquisition Support Services 

3 of 8 





- Anticipated Award Date  

Contract Close-Outs 

- Quantity Physically Closed-Out  

- Quantity Financially Closed-Out * 

- Quantity Administratively Closed-Out * 

- Completion Date(s) * 

Other Projects * 

- Quantity * 

- Under $150k * 

- Over $150k * 

- Anticipated Award/Process Date 

Section Brief Status 

Review Projects for Concurrence * 

- Quantity * 

- Under $150k  
- Over $150k * 

- Name of Specialist * 

- Anticipated Completion Date *  

8. Performance Measures: 

Below are the five critical elements under this task order that meet PBS. Throughout the life of the order, 

the Contractor will be evaluated on the performance measures below to ensure that all areas are met 

consistently and at an acceptable quality level (AQL). The performance measures are as follows: 

                  REVISED: 12/2012:  Acquisition Specialist performance measures. 

a. Formulation of Pre-Award Documentation: 
Timeliness and Quality: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) 

Documentation includes New Contracts, Purchase Orders, Task/Delivery Orders, and 

ARRA Actions 

b. Preparation of Post-Award Documentation: 

Timeliness and Quality: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) 

 Administration of Bilateral and Unilateral Modifications; 

 Review and Complete Request for Ratification Packages; and 

 Option Renewal Documentation. 

REVISED 1/2012:  Sr. Analyst for contract Close-out Team performance measures. 

c. Contract Close-Out: 
Timeliness and Quality: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) 

Close-out a minimum of 35 contracts per month, per close-out specialist (unless 

specified otherwise by COR) 

d.  Customer Relations: 

Timeliness and Quality: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) 



 Attend and/or facilitate all customer-driven activities for the Contracting and 

Facilities Division; and 

 Attend monthly and/or quarterly meetings with customers to ensure effective 

customer service is being provided within PGE. 

e. Contract Work Schedule: 
Timeliness and Availability: 95% Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) 

Contractor personnel must be accessible to government on-site personnel during normal 
work hours. The contractor will be required to notify the COR of their employee's annual and 
sick leave and scheduled days-off. 

Failure to meet the above performance measures may cause a 5% penalty on the invoice if services are 
not conformed in accordance with the Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP). 

9. Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP): 

The contractor shall meet the performance measures in Section 8 at an Acceptable Quality Level to 
continue services under the Task Order. The designated COR shall evaluate the contractor's 
performance. Should the contractor's performance be below an Acceptable Quality Level, the 
designated COR will notify the contractor in writing of its deficient performance. The contractor shall 
correct its deficient performance in five business days of receipt of written notice. Should the 
contractor's performance remain below an Acceptable Quality Level after notification of deficient 
performance, the Government has the right to deduct 5% from the contractor's invoice and/or terminate 
the Task Order. 

10. Government Furnished Equipment/Property: 

The government shall furnish the necessary office space to perform the required services on site. 

11. Contractor Furnished Equipment/Property: 

Unless specified otherwise, the Contractor is responsible for all equipment, supplies, services (including 
training) in order to perform the services under the contract. 

12. Staffing of Contractor Employers: 

Consistent with the efficient performance of this contract, the contractor and its subcontractors shall, 
except as otherwise provided herein, in good faith offer those employees employed under the 
predecessor contract whose employment will be terminated as a result of award of this task order or the 
expiration of the contract under which the employees were hired, a right of first refusal of employment 
under this task order in positions for which employees are qualified. 

The contractor and its subcontractors shall determine the number of employees necessary for efficient 
performance of this contract and may elect to employ fewer employees than the predecessor contractor 
employed in connection with performance of the work. There shall be no employment opening under this 
contract, and the contractor and any subcontractors shall not offer employment under this contract, 
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to any person prior to having complied fully with this obligation. The contractor and its subcontractors shall 
make an express offer of employment to each employee as provided herein and shall state the time within 
which the employee must accept such offer, but in no case shall the period within which the employee must 
accept the offer of employment be less than 10 days. 

The contractor and any subcontractors (1) May employ under this contract any employee who has 
worked for the contractor or subcontractor for at least three months immediately preceding the 
commencement of this contract and who would otherwise face lay-off or discharge, (2) are not required 
to offer a right of first refusal to any employee(s) of the predecessor contractor whom the contractor or 
any of its subcontractors reasonably believes, based on the particular employee's past performance, 
has failed to perform suitably on the job. 

In every subcontract entered into in order to perform services under this task order, the contractor will 
include provisions that ensure that each subcontractor will honor the above requirements with respect to 
employees of a predecessor subcontractor or subcontractors working under this task order, as well as of a 
predecessor contractor and its subcontractors. 

13. Task Order Administration Functions: 

Upon award, the Contracting Officer may designate one or more administrative functions to the 
Contracting Officer's Representative (COR) to oversee the performance of the contract. A written 
notification shall be sent to the contractor indicating the administrative functions assigned to the COR. 

Please be advised that the Contracting Officer (CO) is the ONLY official authorized to change any 
terms and conditions of the task order, including price. 

14. Contract Work Schedule: 

The contractor shall work a 40-hour work schedule (unless overtime/additional hours are required and 
authorized by the Contracting Officer. The contract work hours shall range between 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, excluding holidays and days on which the federal Government is closed. Actual 
tour of duty may vary for each contract employee as determined by the Contracting Officer's 
Representative (COR). 

Project Management and Acquisition Support Services 
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15. Place of Performance: This 

work effort will be performed at: 

GSA Central Office 
1800 F Street NW 
Washington, DC 20405 

Contract employees are required to be on-site. Days of operation are Monday through Friday. Work shall 
not be required on the following Federal holidays or on days observed in lieu thereof: 

New Year's Day Martin Luther King Day President's Day 
Memorial Day Independence Day Labor Day 
Columbus Day Veteran's Day Thanksgiving Day 
Christmas Day Inauguration Day (When Applicable) 

Note: Should a holiday fall on a weekend, the day designated by the Federal Government shall be 
recognized as the holiday. 

16. Contract Type: 

The contractor shall be performing under a firm-fixed price type contract. All services performed by 
the contractor shall be monitored by the Contracting Officer's Representative and in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of FAR Part 16. 

17. Subject to the Availability of Funds (FAR 52.232-18): 

Funds are not presently available for this contract. The Government's obligation under this contract is 
contingent upon the availability of appropriated funds from which payment for contract purposes can be 
made. No legal liability on the part of the Government for any payment may arise until funds are made 
available to the Contracting Officer for this contract and until the Contractor receives notice of such 
availability, to be confirmed in writing by the Contracting Officer. 
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From: Linda Baker [mailto:LBaker@integritymc.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2012 4:18 PM 
To: Collette Scott - PGQC 
Cc: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA; Laurie Schimmel - PGQC; Renee Given - PBC; Mark Kulungowski 
Subject: RE: Revised Scope of Work (SOW) Contract Number GS-23F-ST001/GS-P-00-11-CY-0012, ACT Number: 
PJ1P00048, 

 
Collette, 
There is no change to what we sent yesterday which I’ve attached here for you. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Linda Baker 
Contracts Manager 

 
(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1037 
(f) 703‐232‐1745 
www.consultwithintegrity.com  

For the latest updates, follow us...            
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system. 
  
From: Collette Scott - PGQC [mailto:collette.scott@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2012 1:55 PM 
To: Linda Baker 
Cc: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA; Laurie Schimmel - PGQC; Renee Given - PBC 
Subject: Revised Scope of Work (SOW) Contract Number GS-23F-ST001/GS-P-00-11-CY-0012, ACT Number: PJ1P00048,

  
Dear Ms. Baker, 
  
General Services Administration (GSA), Center for Acquisition Services, Washington, DC, hereby 
request that you review the revised Statement of Work (SOW) and fill in Section 1.  Services and 
Prices/Cost for Option Year 2 and 3, for Project Management and Acquisition Support Services. The 
quote is due by Friday,  December 21, 2012, by 12:30 PM, EST.     
  
  
 
Collette Scott 
Senior Contract Specialist/Contracting Officer 
Office of Acquisition Management 
Center for Acquisition Services (PGEB)  
1800 F Street NW, Rm 4313 
Washington, DC 20405 
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From: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA [mailto:theresa.weikel@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2013 1:59 PM 
To: Linda Baker 
Cc: Laurie Schimmel - PGQC 
Subject: Contract No.GS-23F-ST001/Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 

 
Linda, 
 
I received the following message from Laurie Schimmel regarding invoicing under the subject task order:               
 
I have reviewed the invoicing to find why we are short funds.  We reduced staff and money but no one ever reduced the 
monthly amount 
with the vendor. 
 
As you can see below, we paid the same price whether we had 6 people or 2.  Integrity never filled the positions, and no 
one went back 
to get revised pricing based on reduced staff levels. 
 
Can you ask the vendor for corrected pricing due to staff reductions for these old periods. 
 
POP     Amount  staff level     Staff Comments 
2/18 - 3/17/12  85743.08        6       Mike/Doris/Erica/Sandra/Katrina/Kanisha 
3/18 - 4/17/12  85743.08        6       Mike/Doris/Erica/Sandra/Katrina/Kanisha 
4/18-5/17/12    85743.08        6       Mike/Doris/Erica/Sandra/Katrina/Kanisha 
5/18 - 6/17/12  85743.08        4       Katrina Maternity Leave - May 16, 2012 - 
August 1, 2012/ Mike left 5/31/12 
6/18-7/17/12    85743.08        4       Katrina Maternity Leave - May 16, 2012 - 
August 1, 2012/ Mike left 5/31/12 
7/18-8/17/12    85743.08        4       Katrina Maternity Leave - May 16, 2012 - 
August 1, 2012/ Mike left 5/31/12 
8/18 - 9/17/12  85743.08        5       Mike left 5/31/12 
9/18-10/17/12   85743.08        4       Mike left 5/31/12/Kanisha left 9/28 
10/18-11/17/12  85743.08       3       Mike left 5/31/12/Kanisha left 
9/28 Sandra left 11/5 
11/18-12/17/12                      2       Mike left 5/31/12/Kanisha 
left 9/28 Sandra 
left 11/5/Katrina left 11/28 
12/18-1/17/13                       2 
1/18-2/17/13                         2 
2/18 - 3/17/13  59,102           3       Option Year 2  
 
Please review your records and provide me with your comments.  Thanks. 
 
 
--  
Theresa J. Weikel  
Contracting Officer 
U.S. General Services Administration 
Acquisition Management Division (3PQXA) 
The Strawbridge Building, 9th Floor 
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia, PA  19107 
Phone:  215-446-4524 
Cell:   
Fax:  215-209-0522 

(b) (6)
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From: Linda Baker [mailto:LBaker@integritymc.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2013 4:29 PM 
To: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA; Laurie Schimmel - PGQC 
Cc: Mark Kulungowski; Marc Klein 
Subject: RE: Contract No.GS-23F-ST001/Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 

 
Theresa and Laurie, 
Per our teleconference this afternoon, attached please find a spreadsheet that details the funding actions, invoicing and 
payments as of today for the subject Task Order.  Once you’ve had a chance to review this information, please contact 
us to arrange another teleconference.  Should you have any questions about the attachment, please don’t hesitate to 
contact me. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Linda Baker 
Contracts Manager 

 
(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1037 
(f) 703‐232‐1745 
www.consultwithintegrity.com  

For the latest updates, follow us...            

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system. 

 

From: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA [mailto:theresa.weikel@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2013 1:04 PM 
To: Linda Baker 
Cc: Laurie Schimmel - PGQC; Butch Jordan; Marc Klein 
Subject: Re: Contract No.GS-23F-ST001/Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 

 
My calendar is clear for Monday.  Thanks. 

On Thu, Jan 10, 2013 at 1:02 PM, Linda Baker <LBaker@integritymc.com> wrote: 

Monday is fine; anytime between 10:00 and 1:00 or after 3:00. 

  

Linda Baker 

Contracts Manager 
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(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1037 

(f) 703‐232‐1745 

www.consultwithintegrity.com  

For the latest updates, follow us...            

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system. 

  

From: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA [mailto:theresa.weikel@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2013 12:57 PM 
To: Linda Baker 
Cc: Laurie Schimmel - PGQC; Butch Jordan; Marc Klein 
Subject: Re: Contract No.GS-23F-ST001/Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 

  

Linda, 

  

I am available at 2:00 p.m.  Laurie has indicated that she is not available in the afternoon.  Would you be 
available on Monday, 1/14/13?  Thanks. 

On Thu, Jan 10, 2013 at 12:31 PM, Linda Baker <LBaker@integritymc.com> wrote: 

Theresa, 

We’d like to have a conference call regarding this contract.  Would you and Laurie be available tomorrow at either 9:00 
am or 2:00 pm to discuss this?  Once you let me know which time is good for you, I will send a meeting request and call‐
in information, so if there is anyone else you think should attend, please send me their email address. 

  

Thank you, 

  

Linda Baker 

Contracts Manager 
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(v) 703‐349‐3394 x1037 

(f) 703‐232‐1745 

www.consultwithintegrity.com  

For the latest updates, follow us...            

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be 
privileged. If received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any 
attachments) from your system. 

  

From: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA [mailto:theresa.weikel@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2013 1:59 PM 
To: Linda Baker 
Cc: Laurie Schimmel - PGQC 
Subject: Contract No.GS-23F-ST001/Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 

  

Linda, 

  

I received the following message from Laurie Schimmel regarding invoicing under the subject task order:               

  

I have reviewed the invoicing to find why we are short funds.  We reduced staff and money but no one ever reduced the 
monthly amount 
with the vendor. 
 
As you can see below, we paid the same price whether we had 6 people or 2.  Integrity never filled the positions, and no 
one went back 
to get revised pricing based on reduced staff levels. 
 
Can you ask the vendor for corrected pricing due to staff reductions for these old periods. 
 
POP     Amount  staff level     Staff Comments 
2/18 - 3/17/12  85743.08        6       Mike/Doris/Erica/Sandra/Katrina/Kanisha 
3/18 - 4/17/12  85743.08        6       Mike/Doris/Erica/Sandra/Katrina/Kanisha 
4/18-5/17/12    85743.08        6       Mike/Doris/Erica/Sandra/Katrina/Kanisha 
5/18 - 6/17/12  85743.08        4       Katrina Maternity Leave - May 16, 2012 - 
August 1, 2012/ Mike left 5/31/12 
6/18-7/17/12    85743.08        4       Katrina Maternity Leave - May 16, 2012 - 
August 1, 2012/ Mike left 5/31/12 
7/18-8/17/12    85743.08        4       Katrina Maternity Leave - May 16, 2012 - 
August 1, 2012/ Mike left 5/31/12 
8/18 - 9/17/12  85743.08        5       Mike left 5/31/12 
9/18-10/17/12   85743.08        4       Mike left 5/31/12/Kanisha left 9/28 
10/18-11/17/12  85743.08       3       Mike left 5/31/12/Kanisha left 
9/28 Sandra left 11/5 
11/18-12/17/12                      2       Mike left 5/31/12/Kanisha 
left 9/28 Sandra 
left 11/5/Katrina left 11/28 
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12/18-1/17/13                       2 
1/18-2/17/13                         2 
2/18 - 3/17/13  59,102           3       Option Year 2 

  

Please review your records and provide me with your comments.  Thanks. 
 

  

--  
Theresa J. Weikel 

Contracting Officer 

U.S. General Services Administration 

Acquisition Management Division (3PQXA) 

The Strawbridge Building, 9th Floor 

20 N. 8th Street 

Philadelphia, PA  19107 

Phone:  215-446-4524 

Cell:   

Fax:  215-209-0522 

 
 
 

  

--  
Theresa J. Weikel 

Contracting Officer 

U.S. General Services Administration 

Acquisition Management Division (3PQXA) 

The Strawbridge Building, 9th Floor 

20 N. 8th Street 

(b) (6)
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Philadelphia, PA  19107 

Phone:  215-446-4524 

Cell:   

Fax:  215-209-0522 

 
 
 
 
--  
Theresa J. Weikel 
Contracting Officer 
U.S. General Services Administration 
Acquisition Management Division (3PQXA) 
The Strawbridge Building, 9th Floor 
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia, PA  19107 
Phone:  215-446-4524 
Cell:   
Fax:  215-209-0522 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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From: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA [mailto:theresa.weikel@gsa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2013 3:08 PM 
To: Linda Baker 
Subject: Fwd: Contract No.GS-23F-ST001/Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 

 
Hi Linda,  
 
Please see the message below from Laurie. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Laurie Schimmel - PGQC <laurie.schimmel@gsa.gov> 
Date: Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 3:05 PM 
Subject: Re: Contract No.GS-23F-ST001/Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 
To: Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA <theresa.weikel@gsa.gov> 
 
 
Theresa, 
 
I have verified the payments and invoices.  We are in sync and there 
is 342,972.30 left on the contract for invoicing. 
The last invoice that you have marked as 37260123 can not be 
processed, because it is in our Finance system as 37260113, 
and we can not have duplicate invoice numbers with multiple payments. 
I can reject the invoice so they may correct this number. 
They may also submit the December and January invoices. 
 
 
Laurie 
 
On Wed, Jan 9, 2013 at 1:58 PM, Theresa Weikel - 3PQXA 
<theresa.weikel@gsa.gov> wrote: 
> Linda, 
> 
> I received the following message from Laurie Schimmel regarding invoicing 
> under the subject task order: 
> 
> I have reviewed the invoicing to find why we are short funds.  We reduced 
> staff and money but no one ever reduced the monthly amount 
> with the vendor. 
> 
> As you can see below, we paid the same price whether we had 6 people or 2. 
> Integrity never filled the positions, and no one went back 
> to get revised pricing based on reduced staff levels. 
> 
> Can you ask the vendor for corrected pricing due to staff reductions for 
> these old periods. 
> 
> POP     Amount  staff level     Staff Comments 
> 2/18 - 3/17/12  85743.08        6 
> Mike/Doris/Erica/Sandra/Katrina/Kanisha 
> 3/18 - 4/17/12  85743.08        6 
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> Mike/Doris/Erica/Sandra/Katrina/Kanisha 
> 4/18-5/17/12    85743.08        6 
> Mike/Doris/Erica/Sandra/Katrina/Kanisha 
> 5/18 - 6/17/12  85743.08        4       Katrina Maternity Leave - May 16, 
> 2012 - 
> August 1, 2012/ Mike left 5/31/12 
> 6/18-7/17/12    85743.08        4       Katrina Maternity Leave - May 16, 
> 2012 - 
> August 1, 2012/ Mike left 5/31/12 
> 7/18-8/17/12    85743.08        4       Katrina Maternity Leave - May 16, 
> 2012 - 
> August 1, 2012/ Mike left 5/31/12 
> 8/18 - 9/17/12  85743.08        5       Mike left 5/31/12 
> 9/18-10/17/12   85743.08        4       Mike left 5/31/12/Kanisha left 9/28 
> 10/18-11/17/12  85743.08       3       Mike left 5/31/12/Kanisha left 
> 9/28 Sandra left 11/5 
> 11/18-12/17/12                      2       Mike left 5/31/12/Kanisha 
> left 9/28 Sandra 
> left 11/5/Katrina left 11/28 
> 12/18-1/17/13                       2 
> 1/18-2/17/13                         2 
> 2/18 - 3/17/13  59,102           3       Option Year 2 
> 
> Please review your records and provide me with your comments.  Thanks. 
> 
> -- 
> Theresa J. Weikel 
> Contracting Officer 
> U.S. General Services Administration 
> Acquisition Management Division (3PQXA) 
> The Strawbridge Building, 9th Floor 
> 20 N. 8th Street 
> Philadelphia, PA  19107 
> Phone:  215-446-4524 
> Cell:   
> Fax:  215-209-0522 
 
 

-- 
Laurie Schimmel 
Senior Contracting Officer 
GSA, PGQC 
Office of Organizational Resources 
1800 F St., NW 
Washington, DC 20405 
(202) 501-2977 (w) 
Fax: 202.208.7413 
Laurie.Schimmel@gsa.gov 
 
Notice: This communication is only for above named addressee(s). If 

(b) (6)
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you are not an intended recipient, please email sender and destroy 
original message and any attachments without copying or distributing. 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
--  
Theresa J. Weikel  
Contracting Officer 
U.S. General Services Administration 
Acquisition Management Division (3PQXA) 
The Strawbridge Building, 9th Floor 
20 N. 8th Street 
Philadelphia, PA  19107 
Phone:  215-446-4524 
Cell:   
Fax:  215-209-0522 

(b) (6)
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NON-RESPONSIVE





  

    

   

                    
   

     



  
 

1953 Gallows Road 

Suite 650 

Vienna, VA 22182 

 

703.288.2800 

Fax: 703.288.4868 

www.centrelawgroup.com 

May 28, 2014 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL  
 
Cynthia Beckett 
Contracting Officer 
U.S. General Services Administration 
Public Building Services 
1800 F Street Northwest 
Washington, DC 20405 
Cynthia.Beckett@gsa.gov 
 
 Re: BPA No. GS-23F-ST001 

Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 (the “Contract”) 
 

Dear Ms. Beckett: 
 
 Please let this letter serve as Integrity Management Consulting, Inc.’s (“Integrity”) 
response to your May 23, 2014 Demand for Payment.  Integrity requests several clarifications and 
further requests that you defer your collection activity pending the completion of the appeal of 
your Final Decision to the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals (“CBCA”). 
 

Integrity seeks the following clarifications.  First, please clarify the basis for GSA’s most 
recent assertion that Integrity owes repayment in the amount of $143,892.64 “which was outlined 
in the Contracting Officer’s Decision dated April 14, 2014.”  The GSA, through Deputy Assistant 
Commissioner for Acquisition Management Andrew Blumenfeld, initially demanded repayment 
in the amount of $165,620.32 ($143,983.84 for Ms. Williams’s FMLA leave and $21,636.48 for 
the period of government shutdown).  In the April 14, 2014 Final Decision, you concluded that 
Integrity was overpaid by GSA in the amount of $144,800.96 ($110,036.48 for Ms. Williams’s 
FMLA leave and $34,764.48 for the period of the government shutdown).  In the May 23, 2014 
Demand for Repayment, GSA is now demanding payment of $143,892.64, a figure that was not 
“outlined in the Contracting Officer’s Decision dated April 14, 2014.”   

 
In addition, please provide support for the April 14, 2014 overpayment figure of 

$144,800.96 that included a finding of overpayment for the eight hours each of Integrity’s three 
provided personnel had a federal holiday on October 13, 2014.  The Final Decision also states in 

Centre Law Group, LLC 





Ms. Cynthia Beckett 
Task Order No. GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 
May 28, 2014 
Page 3 of 3 
 

 
cc:  Mr. Christopher Romani, President and CEO, Integrity Management Consulting 

[cromani@integritymc.com] 
Ms. Mary Beth Romani, Chief Strategy Officer, Integrity Management Consulting 

[mbromani@integritymc.com] 
Ms. Linda Baker, Contracts Manager, Integrity Management Consulting 

[LBaker@integritymc.com] 
Ms. Teresa Lamar-Brown, COTR (Program Analyst) [teresa.lamar@gsa.gov] 

Centre Law Group, LLC 









   
 
  U.S. General Services Administration 
  www.gsa.gov 
  

 
 

 Public Buildings Service   
 
May 23, 2014 
 
Mr. Christopher Romani 
President and CEO 
Integrity Management Consulting, Inc. 
2000 Corporate Ridge, Suite 170 
McLean, VA  22102 
 
SUBJECT:  Demand for Payment, Blanket Purchase Agreement (BPA) GS-23F-

ST001, Task Order GS-P-00-11-CY-0012 for Acquisition Support Services 
for the Office of Acquisition Management, Acquisition Services Division, 
Public Buildings Service 

 
Dear Mr. Romani: 
 
Our records indicate that your company has not provided repayment in the amount of 
$143,892.64, which was outlined the Contracting Officer’s Decision dated April 14, 
2014, for an over payment of Acquisition Support Services, during two distinct periods 
of time (1) the Government Shutdown of October 2013, and (2) Ms. Doris Williams’ 
FMLA medical leave during the contract performance period.    
 
Please help us resolve this account by sending payment in the amount of $143,892.64 
within 5 days of the date of letter.  To ensure proper credit, send your payment and a 
copy of this letter to: 
 

General Services Administration 
P.O. Box 301511 

Los Angeles, CA  90030-1511 
 



   
 
  U.S. General Services Administration 
  www.gsa.gov 
  

If payment is not received by the requested date, the General Services Administration 
will have no other recourse but to begin recovering the overpayment through the 
administrative offset process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Cynthia A. Beckett 
 
Cynthia A. Beckett 
Contracting Officer 
General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Service 
 
 



7/15/2014 Integrity Management Consulting Inc. swallows $20,000 per day during the shutdown - Washington Business Journal
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Integrity Management Consulting, Inc.
Task Order GS-P-00-11-C0012
Reported Staff Absences 7/1/13 - 2/17/14

*************************************************************************************************************

(b) (5)

(b) (5)



Contract/Task Name:

Invoice #:

Invoice Amount:

PM Signature:

System Administrator Signature:

Status

Received by Finance
Submitted to Program Manager for Approval
Received from Program Manager
Submitted to Client for Approval
Email
Electronic Submission ( For Acceptance)
Electronic Submission (Acceptance)
Electronic Submission (For Payment)
Completed

Aging Follow-Up 1 (30 Days):
Aging Follow-Up 2 (45 Days):
Aging Follow-Up 3 (60 Days):

X

Integrity Management Consulting, Inc.
Invoice Approval Form

3726-101

37260122

$85,743.08

X

                    /                    
                    /                    
                    /                    
                    /                    
                    /                    

Date

                    /                    

                    /                    
                    /                    
                    /                    

                    /                    
                    /                    

                    /                    



Standard Form 1034 
Revised October 1987 
Department of the Treasury 
1 TFM 4-2000 
1034-122 

PUBLIC VOUCHER FOR PURCHASES AND 
SERVICES OTHER THAN PERSONAL 

VOUCHER NO. 

37260122 
U.S.DEPARTMENT, BUREAU, OR ESTABLISHMENT AND LOCATION DATE VOUCHER PREPARED SCHEDULE NO. 

PBS Payments Branch 
P.O. Box 17181 
Fort Worth, TX  76102-0181 

10/17/2012  
CONTRACT NUMBER AND DATE PAID BY 

GS-23F-ST001    2/18/11  

ACT NUMBER AND DATE 
PJ1P00048 

PAYEE’S 
NAME 
AND  

ADDRESS 

 
Integrity Management Consulting, Inc. 
2000 Corporate Ridge Rd 
Suite 170 
McLean, VA  22102 
 
ABA #056009505, acct #204230 

DATE INVOICE RECEIVED 
 

DISCOUNT TERMS 
 

PAYEE’S ACCOUNT NUMBER 
2011-3726-101 

SHIPPED FROM  TO  WEIGHT  
GOVERNMENT B/L NUMBER 
 

NUMBER 
AND DATE 
OF ORDER 

DATE OF 
DELIVERY 

OR SERVICE 

ARTICLES OR SERVICES 
(Enter description, item number of contract or Federal supply 

schedule, and other information deemed necessary) 
QUAN- 
TITY 

UNIT PRICE AMOUNT 

COST PER       (1) 

  

 
Project Management and Acquisition Support Services for the 
Office of Contracting and Facilities Division (PGE) 
 
 

   $85,743.08 

P-00-11-CY-0012 
 
2/18/11 

9/18/2012 
Thru 
10/17/2012 

     

       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
(Use continuation sheets if necessary) (Payee must NOT use the space below) TOTAL   $  85,743.08 
PAYMENT: APPROVED FOR EXCHANGE RATE DIFFERENCES   

 PROVISIONAL  =$   =$1.00    
 COMPLETE BY2   
 PARTIAL 

 
  

 FINAL Amount verified; correct for  
 PROGRESS TITLE (Signature or initials)  
 ADVANCE   

Pursuant to authority vested in me, I certify that this voucher is correct and proper for payment. 
 

 (Date)  (Authorized Certifying Officer)2  (Title)  

ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION 
 

 CHECK NUMBER ON ACCOUNT OF U.S. TREASURY CHECK NUMBER ON (Name of bank) 
     
 CASH DATE PAYEE3 

 $   
1 When stated in foreign currently, insert name of currency. 
2 If the ability to certify and authority to approve are combined in one person, one signature only is necessary; otherwise the 
   approving officer will sign in the space provided, over his official title. 
3 When a voucher is receipted in the name of a company or corporation, the name of the person writing the company or corporate 
   name, as well as the capacity in which he signs, must appear.  For example:  "John Doe Company, per John Smith, Secretary" or 
   "Treasurer", as the case may be. 

PER 
 
TITLE 
 

Previous edition usable NSN 7650-00-634-4206 
 PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT 

The information requested on this form is required under the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 82b and 82c, for the purpose of disbursing Federal money.  The information 
requested is to identify the particular creditor and the amounts to be paid.  Failure to furnish this information will hinder discharge of the payment obligation. 

 

 

(b) (4)









NOTICE REGARDING PROHIBITION OF INHERENTLY 

GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES UNDER MOBIS SIN 874-6 
 

Some acquisition services are inherently governmental in nature and shall not be 

performed by contractors.  Pursuant to FAR 7.503, the following federal procurement 

services are considered inherently governmental and thus are prohibited under MOBIS: 

 

 Determining what supplies or services are to be acquired by the Government; 

 Participating as a voting member on any source selection boards; 

 Approving any contractual documents, to include documents defining 

requirements, incentive plans, and evaluation criteria; 

 Awarding contracts; 

 Administering contracts (including ordering changes in contract performance or 

contract quantities, taking action based on evaluations of contractor performance, 

and accepting or rejecting contractor products or services; 

 Terminating contracts; 

 Determining whether contract costs are reasonable, allocable, and allowable; and 

 Performing as a voting member on performance evaluation boards 

 

Pursuant to FAR 7.503, the following acquisition support services are generally not 

considered to be inherently governmental; however, they may approach being in that 

category due to the nature of the function, in the manner in which the contractor 

performs, or the manner in which the ordering agency administers contract performance. 

Thus, ordering activities should ensure that any of the services described below, if 

required, are structured, performed, and managed so as to not be considered 

inherently governmental: 

 

 Services that involve or relate to the evaluation of another contractor’s 

performance; 

 Services in support of contract management (such as where the contractor might 

influence official evaluations of other contractors); 

 Services involving the technical evaluation of contract proposals; 

 Services providing assistance in the development of statements of work; 

 Services that permits or might permit contractors to gain access to confidential 

business information of other contractors; and 

 Services requiring contractors to participate in any situation where it might be 

assumed that they are agency employees or representatives  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Special Ordering Instructions for MOBIS SIN 874-6, 

Acquisition Support Services 
 

Special Instructions Prior to Issuance of Request for Quotation (RFQ) 

 

Pursuant to OFPP Policy Letter No. 93-1, Managing Oversight of Service Contracting, 

ordering activities contemplating the use of acquisition support services should address 

the following questions prior to soliciting and/or awarding services under a MOBIS task 

order.  GSA strongly recommends that ordering activities document responses in an 

agency-prescribed format (i.e., memorandum to the file, or a Determination and Findings 

(D&F)) which addresses all questions below: 

 

1)  Is the requirement for inherently governmental services as defined either by FAR 7.5 

or by the ordering agency?  (If the answer is yes, the services shall not be solicited under 

MOBIS.  The services must only be performed by qualified government employees.  If 

the answer is no, proceed to the next questions.) 

 

2)  Are there sufficient resources to evaluate contractor performance when the statement 

of work requires the contractor to provide advice, analysis and evaluation, opinions, 

alternatives, or recommendations that could significantly influence agency policy 

development or decision-making?  Identify the resources that will be utilized under a 

resultant task order. 

 

3) Is the statement of work so broadly written that it does not specify a contract 

deliverable or require progress reporting on contractor performance?  (If the answer is 

yes, the statement of work/RFQ is not yet ready for issuance.)  Address how the 

statement of work addresses these issues to ensure acceptable contractor 

performance/deliverables. 

 

4)  Is there concern that the agency lacks the expertise to evaluate independently the 

contractor’s approach, methodology, results, options, conclusions, or recommendations?  

Explain how the agency will perform/provide the independent evaluation of the 

contractor’s work. 

 

Special Instructions for Information Contained in RFQ  

 

Ordering activities using MOBIS to obtain acquisition support services should take the 

following actions when soliciting, awarding, and managing such services: 

 

o The RFQ should clearly identify the tasks required.  If the contractor will be 

responsible for participating in the development of source selection documents, in 

the evaluation of proposals, or in the administration of contracts, these tasks 

should be specifically stated, and the extent of the contractor’s involvement in the 

acquisition support tasks should be clearly explained.  Potential contractors 

should be able to evaluate whether such services will represent a conflict of 

interest before they take the time and effort to prepare a quote/proposal for the 



services.   

 

o Ordering activities should require prospective contractors to include in their quote 

the following disclosures: 

 

o Whether and to what extent the offeror has participated in earlier work 

involving the same program or activity that is the subject of the present 

contract wherein the offeror had access to source selection or proprietary 

information not available to other offerors competing for the task order; 

 

o Whether and to what extent the offeror has information in its possession 

that the work under the resultant task order would put the offeror in a 

position to influence Government decision-making, e.g., developing 

procurement documentations, that will affect the contractor’s current or 

future business; 

 

o Whether and to what extent the offeror has any information in its 

possession that the work under a resultant task order affect the interests of 

the contractor’s other clients; and 

 

o Whether to what extent the offeror or any of its personnel who will 

perform services under the task order were former agency officials who, 

while employed by the agency, personally or substantially participated in 

(a) the development of the requirement for, or (b) the procurement of, 

these services within the past two years. 

 

o Offerors should provide resumes for all key personnel they intend to 

utilize to perform the services under an awarded task order.  The personnel 

resumes should clearly depict the employees’ qualifications to perform the 

required service and their previous work history.   

 

o As necessary, the RFQ should require all employees of the contractor 

performing acquisition support services to submit statements/certificates 

of nondisclosure prior to performing any services under the task order.  A 

sample statement of nondisclosure can be found on the MOBIS website at 

www.gsa.gov/mobis. 

 

The responses should be evaluated for potential conflicts of interest and any disclosed 

conflicts of interest should be addressed with the offerors and the ordering agency’s legal 

counsel as necessary prior to award of the task order.   

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Special Instructions for Award of a Task Order 

 

Pursuant to OFPP Policy Letter No. 93-1, After receipt and evaluation of quotes, GSA 

strongly recommends that ordering activities address in writing the following questions 

regarding conflict of interest prior to making an award of a task order, via an agency-

prescribed format (memorandum to the file or D&F): 

 

1) Can the potential contractor perform under the contract in such a way as to devise 

solutions or make recommendations that would influence the award of future 

contracts to that contractor?    

 

2) Has the potential contractor participated in earlier work involving the same 

program or activity that is the subject of the present contract wherein the offeror 

had access to source selection or proprietary information not available to other 

offerors competing for the task order?   

 

3) Will the contractor be evaluating a competitor’s work? 

 

4) Will the work under the resultant task order put the contractor in a position to 

influence Government decision-making, e.g., developing regulations, that will 

affect the contractor’s current or future business? 

 

5) Will the work under a resultant task order affect the interests of the contractor’s 

other clients? 

 

6) Is the potential contractor or any of its personnel who will perform services under 

the task order former agency officials who, while employed by the agency, 

personally or substantially participated in (a) the development of the requirement 

for, or (b) the procurement of, these services within the past two years? 

 

Additionally, ordering activities are strongly encouraged to verify that any additional 

requirements pertaining to contracting for acquisition support services are met. 

 

Due to the risks associated with contractor performance of acquisition support services, 

the ordering agency’s Inspector General or other interested parties may select task orders 

for these services to be reviewed for compliance with statutory, regulatory, and policy 

requirements.  Thus, proper documentation of the task order file (addressing the 

questions/issues described above), along with sufficient management and oversight of the 

contract, is necessary in order to protect the Government’s interests. 




